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" LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
“COMDMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
' _ Washington, D.C., June 30, 1969.
" Hon. L. Mexper, RIvers, i _ N
- Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, - '
House of Representatives, ' P
Washington, D.C. _ W e "
Dear Mr. Cramaray : I have reference to your letter of February

18, 1969, in which you established a special subcommittee to conduct a -

-full and thorough inquiry into all matters arising from the capture
- and internment of the U.S.S. Pueblo and its crew by the North Korean
Government. ' e

T also have reference to your letter of April 22, 1969, in which 5'{3{1 '
_expanded the jurisdiction of that special subcommittee to extend its.

inrg.liry to include the loss of a Navy EC+121 aiveraft.

As you will recall, you dirgcted the special subcommittee to, ameng -

other things, ascertain the national security implications implicit in
the loss of both the U.S.S. Pueblo and the EC-121, as well as the
requirement for possible changes in the Code of Conduct for military
personnel who are captured by hostile enemy forces. _

I am pleased to report that your special-subcommittee has now
completed its inquiry into these matters and herewith submits a report
of its findings and recommendations, together with the facts upon
which it reached its conclusions. o :

I am also pleased to advise that the report reflects the unanimous - -

views of all nine members of the special subcommittee.

The report, as submitted, contains information classified by the De- -

partment of Defense as “top secret.” Therefore, the subcommittee was

compelled to provide similar classification to the report as submitted -

to you. However, the subcommittee ur%ea that the report-be submitted
* to the Department of Defense for declassification at the earliest pos-
sible date so that it can be made available for public release. '

Sincerely, . : -
: . Otis G. Pigg,
N _ Chairman, Special Subcommitice.
. Lucien N. Nedzi William G. Bray
Alton Lennon _ .. Durward G. Hall
Bill Nichols _ . . _ _Robert T. Stafford
Jack Brinkley ' G. William Whitehurst
~ Approved: o, - L. Mexper Rivers, Chairman.
JuLy 1, 1969. ot NI _
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[E.AS.C. NO. 91-12] .
INQUIRY INTO THE U.S.S. PUEBLO AND
EC-121 PLANE INCIDENTS '

PrEFACE

The subcommittee, in pursuing its inquiry into the loss of U.S.S.
Pueblo and the EC-121, found it necessary to examine many facets
of the intelligence reconnaissance activity pursued by our Nation.
This detailed examination was necessary in order to provide the sub-
committee with the broad perspective essential to evaluating the
actions taken on the Pueblo and EC-121 missions. As a consequence

of this detailed review, the report submitted by the subecommittee is.

%
somewhat lengthy. However, the summary which follows endeavors
to present a brief résumé of the principal findings and recommenda-
tions of the subcommittee on this matter. ) :

.- StaMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
. General g e  V - :

« The inquiry made by this special subcommittee into the TU.S.S.
Pueblo and the EC-121 incidents has resnlted in the unanimous view

that there exist serious deficiencies in the organizational and adminis-

trative military command structure of both the Department of the
Navy and the Department of Defense. If nothing else, the inquiry
reveals the existence of a vast and complex military structure capable
of acquiring almost infinite amounts of information but with a demon-
strated inability, in these two instances, to relay this information in
a timely and comprehensible fashion to those charged with the respon-
sibility for making decisions.

As President Nixon recently said, “When a war can be decided in
20 minutes, the nation that is behind will have no time to catch up.”
This concern is shared by the subcommittee. It was this considera-
tion, as to the national security implications inherent in these two
incidents, which overshadowed all others in the inquiry made by the
subcommittee.. B

The reluctant but inescapable conclusion finally reached by the
subcommittee is that because of the vastness of the military structure,
with its complex division into multiple layers of command, and the

- - —Tfailure of responsible authorities at the seat of government to either

. delegate responsibility or in the alternative provide clear and unequiv-
ocal guidelines governing policy in emergency situations—our mili-

tary command structure is now simply unable to meet the emergency

criterion outlined and suggested by the President himself.
) Ve (1619)
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The absent or sluggish response by military commanders-to the
emergencies evident in the Pueblo and EC-121 incidents demonstrate
the need for a complete review of our military-civilian command strue-
ture and its capability to cope with emergency situations. The subcom-
mittee inquiry was not of sufficient scope to permit it to offer a proposed
solution to the problem. It is evident, however, that the problem exists
and it has frightful implications. i

It is therefore recommended that the President establish a special
study group of experienced and distinguished civilian and military
personnel to approach this problem on an emergency basis and make
such recommenc!lations for changes in both the National Security Act
and the military structure’itself that will provide our Nation and its
military forces with a genuine capability to respond quickly and
decisively to emergencies of a national security nature.

Intelligence Reconnaissance Activities : 3

The United States conducts hundreds of reconnaissance missions
each month to acquire intelligence data for national security pur-
pm .
 The subcommittee concedes that reconnaissance activities of this type
must continue to be conducted by our Government to insure' the
availability of information essential to our national security interests.
However, the subcommittee is not convinced that the magnitude of
this .inteliige-nce reconnaissance activity is completely justified, nor is
it persuaded that the many millions of dollars which are expended an-
nually to support the activities of our individual defense intelligence
activities, that is, DIA and NSA, are fully and properly utilized.

For example, planning for the Pueble mission off the north Korean
coast failed to consider that the naval intelligence support activities in
Japan as well as those at the naval security group in Kamiseya were
almost completely [1 line deleted]. _ _ " s

Thus, the Pueblo mission which was the first directed substantially
toward North Korean forces, should not have been initiated until
after adequately trained personnel had been available and provided
the Pueblo. ; ’ '

Similarly, pertinent intelligence information on increased North
Korean hostility toward intelligence gathering activities was not

 conveyed to appropriate authorities.

On January 8, 1968, Foreign Broadcast Information Service re-
ported that Radio Pyongyang accused the U.S. Forces of committing
provocative acts along the East Coast of Korea and threatened retalia-
tion. On January 11, 1968, Foreign Broadcast Information Service
reported o similar broadcast. These FBIS reports had since been

labeled the “Pueblo warnings” by a newspaper editorial of January'
27,1968, which alleged these broadcasts swarned the United States that -

¢he U.S.S. Pueblo would be seized. Neither the Commander in Chief

.. Pacific Flest Headquarters nor Commander Naval Forces Japan
Headquarters had been aware of these North Korean threats at retalia-

tion before the seizure of the Pueblo.

Also, a more explicit “warning” message sent by the National Se-
curity Agency on December 29, 1967 which urged consideration of
“ship protective measures” for the Pueblo mission, never reached re-
sponsible authorities. :

o T o S T M o Rt e b e et o L bl g okt
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A copy of the Director National Security Agency warning message

which was sent to the Joint Chiefs of Staff was provided to the Di-

rector Naval Security Group Pacific, who, however, failed to pass the .

message to anyone else at Commander in Chief Pacific Fleet Head-

uarters Rrior to the seizure of the Pueblo. Perhaps more importantly, -

irector Naval Security Group Pacific failed to relay this information
to Commander Naval Forces Japan. o oy
The failure of the defense intelligence community to provide essen-

-tial and available information to potential conswmers in a timely

fashion necessarily raises serious questions concerning the effective
operation and administration of these organizations. Until a few
weeks ago, unlike other defense agencies, both the Defense Intellizence
Agency and the National Security Agency were not responsible to
one of the several Assistant Secretaries of Defense. Each of these
agencies was responsible directly to the Secretary of Defense. The sub-
committee has been advised that, recently, the Secretary of Defense
issued a directive which established sbme limited responsibility over
these agencies in the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Administra-

tion. However, the extent of this responsibility appears limited to

administration and does not include policy.

The subcommittee is of the view that there now exists some duplicm :

tion of functions in responsibility of these two agencies. In addition, it
is evident that greater coordination and improved administration in
each of these agencies is required. Therefore, the subcommittee urges

the full Committee on Armed Services to monitor more closely the

operating activities of both of these agencies. The subcommittee sug-
gests that, among other things, the full Committee on Armed Services
uring its annual military posture review require that each of these
agencles provide the committee with a detailed report concerning the
scope of their activities; their personnel, and their total expenditures.
Capability and Availability of Forces .

The Navy had no contingency plans whatsoever to provide for going
to the rescue of the U.S.S. Pueblo in an emergency.

Despite the absence of any contingency plans, amazingly enough,
when the emergency situation did arise, the responsible officer on the
staff of Commander Naval Forces Japan directed his subordinate to
*“relay this information to the 5th Air Force and push the button for
contingency action.” _

This reaction by the staff of Commander Naval Forces Japan is par-
ticularly confusing since prior to the Pueblo mission, the staff of the
Commanding General 5th Air Force, upon receipt of Operational
Order 301-63. the operational order of the Pueblo, had contacted the
Commander Naval Forces Japan’s Project Officer with respect to spe-
cial air support for the Pueblo’s proposed mission and was told that
such support was not being requested. =~ '

The subcommittee can therefore only conclude that the senior staff
officers of Conunander Naval Forces Japan were either completely
unaware that no actual “contingency plan” had been established for the
Pueblo mission, or in the alternative assumed that the 5th Air Force
would nonetheless be capable of initiating an adequate emergency

response. The subcommittee record clearly indicates that no one on’

the staff of Commander Naval Forces Japan had the faintesi idea of

37-066—69—No. 12—2
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what forces might be made available to them in an emergency, and
“what appears to ) be more distur bing is the appar ent toml ab%enr:e of any
_ prior concern over this possibility.

The record indicates that the only 1'equeqt for assistance from Com-

mander Naval Forces Japan for the U.S.S. Pucblo was that directed
to the Commander 5th Air Force. Furthermore, this request for as-
sistance required more than 40 minutes to be conveyed to Commander
- 5th Air Force because of the failure of the two ‘commands to pre-
viously establish and exercise emergency telephone procedures. _
 The aircraft which were finally Taunched by 5th Air Force were
launched from Okinawa and did not have a fuel’ capacity that would
enable them to go directly to the assistance of the U.3.S. Pueblo. As.

a consequence, the aircraft were directed to South Kovea and were

later not permitted to continue tow 'ud the Pzeebfo becau se of the
onset of darkness.
No effort was made by the \*u'x to l.umch airer '1ft fLOIll the TS

E’ntcrpn?e which was approximately 470 air miles from tlie T S k, L
Pucblo, a distance which could have been traversed by aiveraft in less

than an hour, and no effort was made to launch aireraft from any of

the numerous bases in Japan which were the closest source of possible-
assistance and which were within less than an hour flighttime from

the U.S.S. Pucbhlo.

The subcommittee was particularly disturbed by the failure of re-
-sponalble military authorities to either alert and/or request assistance
from commanders of the many U.S. air base:, located n J‘lpdll [ lines -

deleted].

The subcommittee thelefme wishes to express grave concern over
the eflorts now being made in the executive branch to relinquish ad-
ministrative control over Okinawa to the Japanese Government. The
press has contained numerous articles which indicate that the Japa-
nese Government clearly intends to demand that the same 111teumt;mml
agreement restrictions that now apply in Japan on the use of U.S
mlhtu) forces will also apply on the island of Okinawa after that
island has been transferred to Japanese administrative control. There-
fore, the subcommittee urges that the Congress of the United States
demand a full disclosure of any treaty restrictions that will apply: in
our future use of our military bases in Okinawa before any finai action
is taken to transfer administiative control of the island of Okinawa
to the Japanese Govemment

RBisk dssessment

. The risk assessment on the Puedlo mission was essentmlh baf-:ed on
the premise that all nations, including North Korea, would observe
international law with respect to the urvht of L.b. ships to traverse -

" the high seas.

That this premise was grossly in error has been evidenced by the
-reaction of the North Koreans to both the U.S.S. Pucblo and the EC-
~121. The question, therefore, remains as to whether responsible mili-
tary authorities had any substantive reason to question this basic
premise before designating. the Pueblo nuasmn as being a “mmun.tl
nsk mission.

The subcommittee he'u'mcra cle'u'lv eatabhsh that no level of au-

thorltv in elther the mtellwence cham of comm*md or the opemtum '
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chain of command was sensitive to the 1bund-mt evidence mdlcatnw
“ the development of a progressively more aggressive and hostile attls
‘tude by the North Koreans. The t,mmendoualv inereased . number of
border incidents with South Korea, the attempted assassination of the ~ - -
South Korean President and the Novth Xorean broadcast with respect -~ &
‘to ships entering claimed territorial waters were all discounted or S
- ignored by 1eap0nalble authorities, w ith the etceptlon of the National .|
'§ecur1ty gency. -
i . The National Security Agency issued. a warning message to the.
; - Joint Chiefs of Staff on December 29, 1967, on the proposed Piteblo .
mission urging that, in view of the mctea-,mrfl} hostile attitude of the . . - .
" North 1\010‘1115, consideration be given to the desirability of institut- - -
ing ship protective measures for the U.S.S Pueblo. _ S
This warning message from NSA was never considered by responsi- . |
_ble :mthmltles in assessing the risk level to be assigned to the Puedlo -
. mission. The warning message from NS\ was not bmunrht fo the at-
- tention of any responalble autlmrlt) including the [deleted] Board;
-the Joint Chiefs ot Staft: the Commander in Chief Pacific: the Com-
mander in Chief, Pacific Fleet; Commander, Naval Forces Japan; or :
the commmdmw ofﬁcer of the U.S.S. Pueblo, puor to the sailing of -
" " the Pueblo. i
- _The departmental agency responsible for risk -ev aluation of the
Pueblo mission at the V- ashington level was the Defense Intelligence
~ Agency. That agency never officinlly received a copy of the NS.A warn-
ing message. \Tthoufrh an information: copy was subsequently gratui-
tousl} delivered to the : agency by a communications officer, the message {
* was buried in the files of DI\ and never acted upon. O l-'
|
I
L
1
|
i

o The Chief of Naval Operations, who was included as an informa-
tion addressee on a copy of the NSA warning message transmitted
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Commander in Chief Pamﬁc, never
received a copy of this message since it was lost in transmission in the

" Pentagon. _
The risk a:ﬁesamont criteria established by the .Tomt Ch!efa of Staff
“were not observed by responsible naval authorities and it is question- |
‘able whether the Defense Intellicence Agency observed these criteria AL
_'_When approving the minimal visk c'ltf'nfon for the Pueblo mission.
In summary, the subcommittee believes t]mt the Purblo mission was
: xllot provided an appropriate risk categorization because of thc fol- . :
- lowing: - 4
‘ b(a) The failure of the Commander, Naval Forces qu‘\u to -’
observe the risk criteria prommlgated by the Joint Chiefs of Staft;
() The absence of any requir ement that commands proposing
-and originating reconnaissance mission p:oposala assess the need
for possible emergency support; - B N
(¢) The app.l.rent “determination of superior nutlmut\ to ap- -
<. prove only minimal risk categnry AGER missions ' .
== = (d) The absence of any requirement that DIA maLe a positive - .
-+ assessment of each of the several JCS risk criteria which apply
before establishing a risk assessment of a mission, and :
- (e) The failure of the JCS and higher civilian authority to.
- -ascertain that the specific criteria for assessing risk had bcen ]‘10::1-
' tn'ely ut.llized and obser xed e
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. The subcommittes therefore recommends that the administrative .

‘procedures involved in assessing risk for individual reconnaissance
missions at all levels of command be completely revised to insure that
future reconnaissance missions are provided a meaningful and accu-
rate risk categorization. .. - - DR - S
Communications - ST - .

The technical ability of military units involved in both the U.S.S.

Pueblo and EC-121 incidents to transmit messages to other commands

appeared, for the most part, to have been satisfactory. However, the
advantages of speedy, modern, and sophisticated communications
equipment were often more than offset by the indecisive and inefficient

handling of these communications by the various commands involved.
For example, Pinnacle II, the so-called “trigger” or warning mes-

sage apprising authorities of the threatened boarding of the Igueblo,
was originally transmitted by the U.S.S. Pueblo at 0418Z; or 1318
Korean time.” However, it did not reach the two military commands

who could have extended possible assistance until approximately 1

hour later. The message reached the officer in charge of the U.S. Air-

craft Carrier E'nterprise at 0538Z (1438 Iorean tume), 1 hour and 20°

minutes after it was sent from the Pueblo, and was not brought to the

attention of the Commanding General of the 5th Air Foree until 05237

(1423 ILorean time), approximately 1 hour 8 minutes afrer it was sent

from the Pueblo. Similarly, this message did not reach the Joint Chiefs

of Staff until 0557Z, 1 hour and 39 minutes after it was originally trans-
mitted from the U.S.S. Pueblo. -~ =~ "~ .~ .~ . :
The Commanding General, 5th Air Force, despite the inefficient han-
~dling of Pinnacle IT, could have received notification of the Pueblo inci-

dent some time earlier through an alternate communications system— .

a secure telephone call. This call which was initiated by the staff of

Commander Naval Forces Japan at approximately 1335 Korean time

(0435Z), was made over a secure telephone system designed for emer-
gency use only. However, validation of this call, because of human
error, required approximately 25 minutes and the information con-

tained in the call, therefore, was not relayed to the Commanding

‘General 5th Air Force until 1415 IWorean time. This communication by
‘telephone between Commander Naval Forces Japan and the Command-

ing General 5th Air Force, therefore, required approximately 40

minutes from the time it was initiated until the message was actually
delivered to the addressee, the Commianding General of 5th Air Force.

Thus, despite the elaborate and highly sophisticated communications -

equipment available to our Armed Forces today. the advantages of
rapid transmission of both of these messages had been dissipated by
human inefficiency. - :

- The communication relays on the 'E("_-T[?l incident appeared to
operate satisfactorilv. However. the handling of these relavs and mes- .

._sages raised a command and control question. which is discussed in

Command control responsibility for both surface and air reconnais-
sance missions is vague and clearly not responsive to emergency
situations. - : fo. ¥ En P FEE
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- -Joint Rescue Center that they were preparing to launch an HC-130 for
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-~ As previously indicated in this summary, command and control re-

. sponse during the U.S.S. Pueblo incident was obviously inadequate.
- Similarly, command and control over the EC-121 aircraft which was -
-shot down by North Korean Armed Forces on 14 April 1969, reflected

serious deficiencies and a lack of clear-cut command responsibility.

-~ Although operational control of the EC-121 was, unlike the U.S.S.
" Puebdlo, in the normal operating forces chain of command, it did not -
. function properly during the EC-121 incident. The EC-121 was under - -
- the operational control of Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron (VQ-1),
which in turn was under the operational control of Tth Fleet,

CINCPACFLT, and CINCPAC.

Commander 5th Air Force, had the responsibility of providing alert

" aireraft to protect the EC-121. However, shortly after the EC-121. -

took off from Atsugi, Japan, at approximately 5 p.m., eastern stand-

* ard time, on A ril 14, 1969, the operating commander. Fleet Air - .
.- Reconnaissance Squadron (VQ-1), lost all effective operational con-- -
trol over the aireraft. Army, Air Force, and Navy [deleted] units .

-monitoring the flight of the EC-121 appeared to assume operational

. control of the aircraft—and if they did not, no one had operational
- control: Thus, for example, when these [deleted] units divected warn-
ing messages to the EC-121 aireraft, VQ-1 was never included as an

addressee on any of these messages. = . ) : _
The first information concerning the possible plight of the EC-121

was obtained by the duty officer of VQ-1 when that command inter- -
cepted and copied a friendly warning- that hostile aivcraft were ap-. -~
proaching the EC-121. Thereafter, the commanding officer of VQ-1 .- -
commenced calling Fuchu for any communications from the mission

aireraft and requested that they check all sources for a messuge which
may have caused the EC-121 to abort its mission. Numerous calls were
-made by VQ-1 for more than one-half hour with negative results.

. .. Subsequently, at 150058 eastern standard time, approximately 1 hour
after the apparent shoot down of the EC-121, the commanding oficer -

of VQ-1 sent o« FLASH message to all appropriate units in the area re-
questing information on the mssion aircraft. Shortly thereafter, VQ-1
received a copy of the CRITIC message indicating the possible shoot
down of the EC-121 over the Sea of Japan, = _

At this point, at 150109 eastern standard time, the commanding of-

* ficer of VQ-1 called the 5th Air Force and requested they initiate a

search air rescue mission for the EC-121. Subsequently, at 150120 east-
“ern standard time, he was informed by telephone by the 5th Air Force

‘SAR purposes.

In the view of the subcommittee, it is evident that the command con-

trol responsibility vested in VQ-1 was not responsive to the emergency

situation which confronted the EC-121. Moreover, it appears that the - -
—unacceptable delay in initiating SAR efforts for the EC-121 was al- .
most entirely due to'the apparent fragmentation of command respon- -

sibility and authority of the military units involved.

In view of these circumstances, the subcommittee strongly recom-
mends that the Joint Chiefs of Staff review the entire military recon-.

naissance program with a view toward establishing clear and unmis-

. takable lines of command control so that these more obvious short- -
comings in the program will not be repeated in the future,
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- Codeof 0'0?1d'uct

. The subcomniittec.is of the view that the code of conduct does re-
quire some revision and clarification. It is evident that at the very

-is not accorded the protection of the Geneva Conventions, the code of
-conduct should provide some latitude for the detainee. :

should emphasize that- lb is not a peml code but rather a suggested
code of conduct.
The subcommittee appreciates the reluctance of the Dep‘trtment of

conduct until after the repatriation of our prisoners of war in North

convenience than of necessity. The subcommittee sees no reason why
_the Department should not immediately initiate comprehensive studles

ences of recent months. To do otherwise would constitute a repudiation
men rmcl women in uniform.

BACI\G‘[‘OU \'l}—- (GE\ EP._\I.) ;

At approvmatcl} 5 pm. on January 23, 1968 (Iorean time)
(0035 e.s.t. on Jammr} 23,1968) a U.S. Navy vessel, the U:S.S. Pueblo;
~was boarded on the high seas by armed forces of the North Iorcan
Government. Public disclosure of this incident was officially made by
‘the Pentagon at 8:30 a.m., es.t., on January 23, 1968. The terse an-
nouncement by the Pentagon xdentlﬁed the U.S.S. Pueblo as the
AGER-2, a naval auxiliar, y general environmental- research vesael
utilized :Eor intellicence collection. |
The ship carried a crew of S3 men, including six oﬂiceta. 3 enhsted
personnel, and two civilian oceanographers. The shij , together with its

interned in Wonsan Harbor, North Korea.
Following the public’ '111n01mcement of the cnptme of the U.S.S.
Puedlo, a flood of recommendations were directed to the executive

the return of this naval vessel and its crexr. Despite the wide range of

alternative actions recommended to the executive branch and the

President, no military action was initiated to either effect the release

of the U.S.S. Pueblo or its crew, or to retaliate against the North

Korean Government for this act of international piracy. The efforts of

~——-~—=the Tnited States on behalf of the U.S.S. Pueblo and its crew were con-

- fined to actions through diplomatic channels and to pmteat:, to the
United Nations.

*  Ambassador Goldberg, the T.S. repreacntatue to the Unlted

Nations, bronght the matter to the attention of the United Nations

descnptlon of the cncumshnces under whlch the U.S.S. Puedlo had

e A

least, clarification is required as to the applicability of the code of -

conduct in those instances in which detainces are not prisoners of. = .
war and are not accorded the protection of the Geneva Conventions. -

It is also evident that under circumstauces in which-a U.S. detainee -

Finally, the instructions provided personnel in the code of conduct™

Defense and the individual service departments to modify the code of . -

Vietnam. However, such a reluctance appears to be more a policy of

_ to revise the code of conduct in a manner compatible with the experi- -

of the moral responsibility the leaders of our armed services have to -~

entire crew, were taken into custody >y the North xme.m forces ‘mf.l ;

branch and the President urging that positive action be taken to secure -

Security Councﬂ on J'*tmmw 26, at which time he gave a detailed -
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been captured. Despite the able presentation of Ambassador Goldbel ' !

no action whatsoever was taken by the United Nations. - Y o |

- Informal congressional inquiries were made into the 1mtter by *he L _

various responsible committees of the Congress. However, because of =~ |

- concern for safety of the crew and the p0=31b1hty that a pnbhc inquivy = = -

into the matter would jeopardize. poss sible 1e‘efv=e of the crew, no pubhc G

-or formal inquiry was instituted. _ MR,
*Action taken subsequently throuo'h dlploumtlc and other clmnnela are
described in the following letter received by the Commlttee on Armed

SEI""IC&:: fr om the Depaltment of State:
85 : ‘DEPARTMEST. OF S"r.-rn:
e Wae?amgron D. C., &rrgust 20, 1968.
Hon L. )IE\DELRI\ERB. _ . . - o
Chairman, Committce on Armed Scm:ces : et e o " o T
House of Represenmfwcq Washington, D.C. e R o . :

Dear Mg, CiarMax: Rear Admiral W. P. Mack, Cluef of Legislative .\Efura, :
United States Navy, has asked me to reply further to your letter of July 29
‘to Brigadier General J. F. Lawrence, Jr.,, Deputy Assistant to the Secretary
‘of Defense for Legislative Affairs. Admiral Mack has indicated that on August

15 he replied to that portion of your letter which concerns Duane Hodges.

Concerning your request for information as to the precise status of the Pueblo - :

~incident; we have been vigorously trring to obtain the release of the crew and g i
{ - -the ship ever since their illegal seizure by the North Koreans on January 23. !
At the same time, we have taken a number of steps to impress upon North g ¢
Korea the gravity with which we view the matter. . i
- We raised the Pucblo issue with the North Koreans on January 24 at a moeet- o
ing of the Military Armistice Commission in Panmunjom. We also took action -
at the United Nations Security Council and through other chaunels, Approaches
have been made to & number of governments which might be in a position to
assist. The United States Senior Member of the Military Armistice Commission
~ has held a series of private meetings at Panmunjom with the North Korean
* Senior Member to discuss the Pueblo case. These have not produced the desired
‘result but we continue to hope that throngh them a solution may be reached.

It has been suggested that a ransom or “indemuity” might be paid in exchange .
for the release of the crew. The North Koreans have not presented or hinted ue et ]
at any such demand, nor have we made any such offer. To do so might well cause -
the North Koreans to believe that we are prepared to recognize, at least in ot
this tacit fashion, that their allegations are true, thus hnmperin« rather than - 4
aiding our efforts to negotiate the return of the crew, ] S
. It has also been suggested that the United States should apolmxze for the '
activities of the Piteblo. Although we do not arbitrarily reject any reasonable .
means of obtaining the release ot the crew, we believe that to apologize under ’ o Bl
esisting circumstances would be to yield to international blackmail. North Korvea Ce
has produced nothing which proves that the vessel ever did violate North Korea's
claimed territorial limit. We do not consider the crewmen's letters or the alleged

© confessions emanating from North Korea to be valid evidence of the Pueblo's
actions since they have all been written under circumstances which in themselves
constitute a form of duress. An-apology, to be acceptable to the North Koreans,
would in all probability have to be phrased not only in the most abject termns
but also in such a way as to implicate the crew in serious violations of laws of
the North Korean regime. We would morenver have to consider most carefully
how such a step would affect the attitudes of our allies.

It has further been suggested that. various forms of pressure, up to and
including the use of military force, might bring about the release of the cres.
North EKorea is, of course, being subjected to diplomatic pressure and to the
aversion with which world opinion views their actions. Economic pressures would
not be effective against this government whose limited foreign trade is largely
with Communist countries and which has almost no merchant marine.

' The threat of military forece, or the actual use of it, is thus the most frequently
discussed .alternative. While we are not prepared to rule out any tactic to

- achieve the safe return of the men, such courses of action do oot appear under

present circumstances to hold any promise of furthering our overriding objective.

On the contrarv, it seems more than hl;elv th t it would not merely -worsen their
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. situation but wonld actvally endapger their lives. It would also seriously

increase tensions in an already teuse area. Military actions, once initiated on
even a small seale, are exceedingly difficult to control and can spread into loeal
or general war. We continne to believe that diplomatic efforts toward a peaceful
solution are our best course and we intend- to pres:. them ﬂf'orously through
every available charnel.

The International Committee of the Red Cross has sought and continuea to
_seek, information from North Korea regarding the crew and its welfare, but the

North Koreans have repeatedly refused to cooperate. The North Koreans have

told us (but we have no independent means of verifying) that those injured are-
. receiving medical treatment; that the body of one dead crew member is being =

held, and that the other members of the crew are being well treated. The names
of the dead and injured, as prondcd by the North horcans were announced hy
the Defense Department,

The North Koreans broadeast a number of statements clalmin" that the crew

of the Pueblo are “criminals” and are therefore liable to trial 'lnd to punwh-- i

ment, The United States Government has made it clear that we would view
any such development as a deliberate aggravation -of an already serious
mtuntion

The seizure of the Pueblo was one link in a chain of provocative Notth._'
Eorean actions which date back to the Korean War. In the fall of 1066 the .

North Eoreans launched an intensified eampaign of violence and hostility against
the Republic of Korea and United States forces in the Republic of Korea.
North Korean violations of the Armistice Agreement increased more than
ten-fold in 1967 over the preceding year. The North Korean campaign cul-
minated in the January 21, 1968 attempt by a specially trained team of
31 North Korean commandos to assassinate President Park Chung Hee of
the Republic of Korea and the illegal siezure, two days later, of the Pueblo.
These incidents may have had some connection with the Viet-Nam situation, in
that they may be an attempt by Communists to divert South Korean and
United States military forces which together are resisting the aggression in
Viet-Nam. (The Republic of Korea has sent about $0.000 troops to South Viet-
Nam.} Furthermore, the Republic of Korea has made substantial progress in

-economic development and political stability in recent years, and is playing an

increasingly important role in Asian regional cooperation. The North Korean
actions may be an effort to distupt this progress.

The United States Government will continue its efforts to seek the return of

the Pueblo and her crew and to strengthen the capability of the Republic of
Korea to deal with North Korean harassment. This situation will not be re-
solved to the satisfaction of the United States.until the crew and the vessel
are returned, and the North Korcans cease their flagrant and provocative viola-
tions of the Armistice Agreement.

I sincerely hope that the foregoinn’ information will assist the COmmittee in

replring to inquirles concerning the Pueblo. If I can be of any further assist- -

ance in this or any other matter, ploase do not hesimte to let me Lnow
Sincerely yours,
" Jomx P. WHITE,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.

After extensive secret negotiations with the North Koreans, the

crew of the U.S.S: Pueblo was freed by the North Koreans on De-'

cember 22,1968, at Panmunjom.

As a condltlon of their release, the North Koreans requued our.

negotiator, Maj. Gen. Gilbert H. Woodward, U.S. Army, to sign a

‘formal statement in which he, acting for the Government of the’ )
United _States of America, acknm\leaged the validity of the con- - |
fessions of the crew of the U.S.S. Puedls and the documents of

evidence produced by the representatives of the government of the

Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea, to the effect that the ship:

which wis seized by naval forces of the North Korean government =

on January 23, 1968, “had illegally “intruded into the territorial
waters of the Dernocratic Peoples Repubhc of Korea on many occa-
sions and conducted espionage activities of spying out important

mlhtarv and state secrets of the Democratlc Peop]es Repubhc of

Korea.
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General Woodiard, before signing the formal statement “acknowl-

edging the guilt of the United States,” made a formal statement for the .°
- record repudiating the written document which he was about to sign -~
- and indicating that his action signing this document was simply de- -

signed to “free the crew and only to free the crew.”

two civilians, were veturned to U.S. authority with the excep-
tion of Mr. Hodges, who died during detention by the North Koreans

from wounds received at the time of the capture of the U.S.S. Pueblo."

' - °"  EsTaBLISHMENT OF THE Navy Courr or INQUIRY

- mander 1n chief, Pacific Fleet, on December. 24, 1968, ordered estab-
lishment of a court of inquiry to “inquire into the eircumstances relat-
ing to the seizure of the U.S.S. Pueblo (AGER-2) by North Korean

“and the subsequent detention of its vessel, its officers, and crew.”.
i " e A.t this point, it 1s.important to note that a naval court of inquiry
is simply a factfinding body-—not a judicial body—which is author-

Code. Its primary function is to search out, analyze, and record all
available information relative to a matter which it is convened to

inquiry, and his superiors, with information upon which decisions
may be based. : S . . "

identified by the court of inquiry are therefore not binding upon

superior authorities. Also, opinions expressed by the court do not

‘constitute final determinations or legal judgments, nor ave the recom-
- mendations made by the court binding upon superior authority.

STRCOMMITTEE INQUIRY

U.8.S. Pueblo, ranking members of the House Committee on Armed
Services were given a preliminary résumé of information obtained by

Defense Department officials concerning the internment of the ecrew ™
of the U.S.S. Pueblo and a preliminary estimate of the national secu- .-

rity implications resulting from the loss of the U.S.S. Pueblo. These
: briefings occurred on Monday, January 6, and Tuesday, January 7,
' 1969. . e
Committee, in accordance with the authority vested in him, established
.- |- . -.aspecial subcommittes to conduct a full and thorough in{}uirv into all
- matters arising from the capture and internment of the

and its.crew by the North Korean Government.

‘The chairman directed that: e m

the national security implications implicit in the loss of the U.S.5. Pueblo; the

requirement for corrective action both administratively and legislatively ; and the

requirenent for possible changes in the code of conduct for military. personnel
“who are captured by hostile enemy forces. . Lo 5 e

87-066—69—No. 12——3

All of the members of the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo, incllidi‘né the

Subéequent to the return of the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo, the com-
naval forces, which occurred in the Sea of Japan on January 23, 1968, -~

ized to-be convened by statute, section 923, title 10, United States
investigate. Its purpose is to provide the authority who convenes sucl

‘The court of inquiry is required to report findings of fact, and it .
+ may be directed to express opinions and make recommendations. Most
- importantly, however, its report is purely advisory. The “facts” as.

Shortly after pub]ib announcement of the release of the crew of the

On February 18, 1969, the chairman of the House' Armed Services !
.S.S. Pueblo -

The purpose of the inquiry to be conducted by the subcommittee is to ascertain

0
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The subcomnuttee was also authouzed to:

Reqmre by subpena or otherwise, the attendance and testlmom of such \ut- '

nessey and production of such books, records, correspondence, memurdndtlltla,
papers, and documents, as it deems necessary. )

Finally, the subcommittee was directed to ptoceed as coou as prac-
ticable to Initiate its inquiry into this matter:

_With a vicw toward reporting its findings and l'etonnueulla-tioux to the fui[
committee prior to the convening of the second session of the Dlst Congress..

The subcommittee nntmted its f01 mal hearings on '\I:uch 4, 1‘)61 in
open session.

During the course of subcmmmttec heari ings on tllc I'S S. Pucblo
incident, , the Pentagon, on April 14, 1969, suddeul}_, announced that ar
appromnmtel\ lmdmn'ht eastern standar d time, military forces of the
North Korean Gov emmem shot down an unarmed Navy EC~121 plane
which was engaged in a reconnaissance mission over .international
waters, 'eportedh more th.m 50 nautical miles off the \01th Koreun
coast.

Subsequently, on April 22, 1969, the chairman of the House Armed _

SE‘!I\]”E"} Committee expanded the jurisdiction of the Puello submm-. '

~mittee to-extend its inquiry to include the loss of the EC-121.

The chairman of the full committee, in empandmg the authority of
the subcommittee, stated: o
}.ou bave broad authonty to ascertain all of the natwlml secur:t) implica-

tions resulting from the loss of both the U.S.8. Pueblo and the EC-121, Eluw-
ever, I wish to particularly emphasize my interest in ascertaining the command

and control response of the executive brauch to this last ineident, and in addi-

tion, I further direct that you ascertain the mission and rules of engagement of
our task forces recently dixpatched to the vicinity of North Korea. ,

Thus, by virtue of the authority vested in the subcommittee, it was
directed to inquire into every aspect of the loss of bnth the U.»..S.

Pueblo and the I‘C 121.

SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS

The subcommittee initiated its hearings on March 4, 1969, in open
- session. Subsequently, it conducted numerous hearmrrb in both open
and executive session and received testimony Imm the tnllo“uw

witnesses:

Admiral Thomas E. ‘.\Inorer, TSN,
Chief of Naval Operations

‘Rear Admiral Joseph McDevitt, USN,
Judge Advocate General

Mr. Richard Helms, Director, Centml
Intelligence Ageuncy

Brig. Gen. Ralph D. Steakley. T.,' AF,
Office, Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint
‘Reconnaissance Center

" Lt. Gen. Marshall 3. Carter, US4A, Di-

rector, National Security Agencyr
Rear Admiral Frank L. Johnson, USN,
" Former Commander XNaval Forces
~ Japan, Presently : Commandant, 13th

Naval District, Seattle, Wash.
Captain William H. Everett, TSN,
- Former Asst. Chief of Staff, Opera-

Adm. Ulysses S. G Sharp, TSN, Ret.,

. Former Commander ic Chief, Pacific

Lt. Gen. Joseph F. Carroll, USAF. Di-
rector, Defense Intellizence Agency

Lt. Gen. Seth J. McKee, USAF, Former
Commander, Fifth Air Force, Pres-
ently, Asst. Vice Chief of Staff, USAF

Géneral Earle G. Wheeler, US4, Chair-
man, Joint Chiefs of Staft

‘Rear Adm. H. H. Epes, Jr., USN, Staff,

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Vice Admiral Charles . Duncan, USN,
Chief of Naval Personnel

Brig. Gen. Leo E. Benade, USA, Deput\‘

Azsalstdnt Secretury of Defense fm__

Military Persounel Policy, DoD

" tions and Plans, Commauder Naval{. .. =~

Forces Japnn

i
.
]
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In addition to the receipt of oval testimony from the witnesses identi-
fied above, the subcommittee submitted numerous written interroga-
tories to both the Navy and the Department of Defense concerning

matters pertinent to the subcommittee’s inquiry. Most of these re- -
sponses and supporting documents were classified.. However, the perti-

nent information provided will be incorporated in this report to the
maximum extent compatible with security constderations.

“In addition to these documents, the subcommittee was privileged to
review the proceedmos of the U.S. Naval Court of Inquiry conducted

on the U.S.S. Pucblo matter. These proceedings, both those in open

" and closed session, were provided the subcommittee by the Sec;etmv

of the Navy and his Judge Advocate General.
The report which is now being submitted by the qubcommittee repre-

sents to the best of its ability, the findings, conclusions, and recom- =

mendations reached on the basis of the testlmony and document.uy
mater ml that it has reviewed. i

- Tar .\Iu.rr ARY RECON NAISSANCE an‘n \3:—-61:} ERAL -

The U.S.S. Pueblo w ‘1:, one of a series of surface 1nte'lquence collee-
tion ships specmlmnw in electronic and conumunications intelligence.
Smnl.n}} , the BC-121 was a naval aircraft especially conhfrured as an
airborne vehicle for intelligence collection activity.

"The operation of both the U.S.8. Pueblo and the EC 121 was p.ait'.'- '

of our national effort to gain information concen.mﬂ' our potential
enemies. The security. of the United States requires that we be aware
of, and understand fully, the military c*zpnblhtle% of potential enemies,
'llle best means of col ectmrr and anah zing 'such information must,
therefore, be considered and e\plmred

Asa con‘;equence of the foregoing national. SECllIlt} consider: atious,
the United States engages in overt and covert surveillance with air-

craft and ships in or der to acquire essential technical fmd opel.ltlou.ﬂ
information.

The Pentagon believes that this information is ess entml to ourown .
self-defense. Pent‘won witnesses stated that : :

Itisa \1tal element in the development of plans for E‘Oﬂtil’l""encu’s which we
must expect to face and in the development of new weapons systems needed to
prevail against potential enemy military and technical advances. The failure of
responsible authorities to guard against this possibility would consti ture a dere-
liction of duty to the Amevican pet)p[e

Military reconnaissance utilizing technical eqmpment to nbtam ncuuatlc photo-
graphic, radar, infra red and signals intelligence can be performed by both air-
eraft and ships. Each of these recoonaissance vehicles has its advantages and
limitations.. Each has proved of great value when effectively used, individually
or together. For example, it is well known that relectronic intellizence. aequived

by surface ships, led to the photographic intelligence from aireraft which gave ns . .

vpndisputable evidence of the installation of Soviet issiles in Cuba in 1962, If we

" bad not gathered this intelligence in stch a timely manner, the consequences of a
more: extensive missile installation in Cuba w ould have bten a far more serious -
. threatia the secunu of the United States.

THE St RFACE RECONNAISSANCE PROGR A

The natlonal pohcy which establislied the program of constructing
equipping, and deploying noncombatant surface intelligence collec-

tion ships was one first approved by the White Hou:,e it c.ﬂendar year © |
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1959. It was at that time that the defense cryptological program for
_fiscal year 1960 contained a provision for the conversion of a non-
combatant type vessel for this purpose. Prior to that time, intellicence
_collection at sea was conducted by combatant ships. The Navy advises
that there are certain significant disadvantages which accompany the
~use of vombatant vessels for intelligence gathering purposes. These
disadvantages as outlined by the Navy include:

(a) The withdvawal of an expensive combatant vessel from
its normal, on station, duties with tlhe fleet; -

(b) The fact that combatant vessels, due to their special pur-
pose configuration and space restrictions, do not lend themselves
fio an efficient and cost effective method of gathering intelligence

ata; _

(c) The fact that warships are much more provocative to the

_world and, therefore, severely restricted in their operations; and

(d) The fact that warships are bound by various maritime
t{gaties and conventions which do not apply to:noncombatant
ships. Ll '

Thesep considerations apparently influenced the decision to utilize
noncombatant vessels as surface intelligence collection ships.

. The first noncombatant intelligence collection ship was commissioned
in the New York Naval Shipyard on 8 July 1961. The ship was the
U.S.S. Owuford (AGTR-1), and represented a configuration of a
World War I, Liberty-type hull. The U.S.S. Oxford is still in com-
mission anc operating in the Southeast Asia theater today.

Subsequently, the Georgetoien, Jamestown, Belmont. Liberty,

" Valdez, and duller were commissioned for the same purposs...

‘Thus ultimately, a total of seven of these larger ships were con-
figured and put into use. However, today only six are in operation.
The seventh, the U.S.S, Liberty, had been severely damaged by the

" Israeli'sin 1967 and was never restored to service. 8 =
However, it was not until early in 1965 that intelligence collection

ships of the Pueblo cluss were actually authorized and converted. The -

* program authorizing three ships for this intelligence collection activity
was approved in 1965. The initial vessel approved for this type of
activity of the AGER type was the U.S.S. Banner. subsequently fol-
lowed E\}‘ the U.S.S. Pueblo and the U.S.S. Palm Beackh. . :

* . These ships are old World War II converted diesel-driven lizht

. cargo ships approximately 177 fect in Iength with a maximum speed of
13 knots and a cruising speed of 10 knots. They have an estimat=d range .
of 4,000 nantical miles. These ships were originally constructed tfor
use by the Army as light cargo ships during World War II. After
their Inactivation by the Department of the Army about 1944, they
were reactivated and recommissioned by the Navy and configured for
their present intelligence collection function. ;" '

.. As previously indicated, in addition to the AGER class of surface
intelligence collection ships, we presently have six larger veszels
engaged in similar operations. These are converted Victory and Liberty
ships fitted out especially for [deleted] intelligence collection and they
are called AGTR’s—Auxiliary General Technical Research.

Two of these ships are operated by the Military Sea Transport
Service (MSTS) and are manned by civilian crews, while the others. -

B S e S e L b5 N i



;997686

1633

. are commissioned ships of the U.S. N .l\y and are elltll el)' manned by :
naval personnel. ' '

The essential difference between the AGER \E:ﬁd and the JLG-TR lies. N

 intheir capability. The AGER, being a much smaller vessel, has a more

restricted collectlon capability. [1 ﬁne deleted.] The .\G'I R, on the -

other hand, is a much larger vessel and h'zs a much brmder mtelhwence
- collection i’.‘dpdblllty [1 line deleted. 1

- Although no cost data was provlded the subcommtttee on the com-
pamtne costs of operating these two types of surface intelligence col--
lecting ships, it was clear to the subcommittee that the decision in
11965 to go forward with the AGER rogram in lien of expanding
the AGTR program was one undoubteclly hfuenced by the economics
involved. Moreover, the subcommittee suspects that Navy enthusiasm

“and support for the AGER program was, not in small part, prompted. "

- by the prospect of acquiring its own fleet of surface intelligence col-

- “lecting vehicles, mdependeub of control by \IS'lb or the \atioml_ A

" Security Agency.

The subcommittee understands that phase IIT of the pw]ected pro-
‘gram ultimately _contemplated the deployment of 12 to 10 ships
of the AGER ty pe. .

\Fcr.ssu'r FOR SEABORNE SUR\'FILLA\'CE

The 7\‘1\'} advised the subcommittee that seaborne suumliance‘

ha: certain particular advantages. It is carried out on high seas where,
“prior to the Puedlo incident, under international law as conmmnlv ob-
served by nations of the \\011(1, a ship is part of the sovereign terri-

~ tory of the country whose flag she flies and, accmdmn‘ to lnteumtmn.ﬂ a

law, is free from armed attack and seizure.
“From the collection standpoint, a surface ship can prov ide contmu-
ous presence since she can remain on station 24 hours a day for an

extended period. Also, slnpa are comparatively inexpensive to con-.

ficure for the sur s'elllance mission,
“The Soviets recognize the value of the surface ship in this 1019 and,
in fact,employ a substantial number of unarmed intelligence collection

ships, “hn‘:h are called AGT’s, that operate freely, tar from home

waters and well beyond the protective reach of ot ler Soviet forces.
Some of these AGI's occasionally have violated our territorial waters
" but none has been attacked or fired upon by our forces, nor has any

of their crew been seized or killed. In fact, w vhen these ships have beeti - -

notified that they were in U.S. territor ial waters and, in accordance
with international law, were requested to leave, they did so.

The effort which the Soviets put into this penphel al mtellwence
- collection pomta out its usefulness to them It is of no 1e~s 1mp01t;u1ce

tothe Umted States.

= lu}: AGI"R Pt'ocr .\)[ ("0\(:} rT

{n AGF‘R is an intelligence collector. Tt is specifically conﬁwured_
to collect signals intelligence (SIGINT) but also collects collater al -
intelligence “and h'.drorrmphlc information.  Signals intelligence is

comprlsed of eIectromc intelligence (ELINT) and commumcauom
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intelligence .(COI\II;\'T). ELINT is information derived from for-

* eign non-communications electromagnetic radiations, while COMINT
is that information derived from foreign communications by other
than the intended recipients. Collateral intelligence is all that intelli-
gence other than SIGINT which the ship is capable of gathering.
AGER’s operate under the integrated naval surveillance and intelli-
gence ship program established by CNO in August 1965 after coordi-
nation with the National Security Agency within the Pacific command.
Peripheral reconnaissance is controlled and coordinated by CINCPAC
-through his service component commanders. Within the Pacific Fleet

CINCPACFLT has promulgated Pnlicy for surface reconnaissance

~operations. The programwas related to three phases
- Phase I of the integrated naval surveillance and intelligence ship
program provided for a single ship, U.S.S. Banner (AGER 1), to
operate under the operational control of COMSEVENTHFLT, ex-
cept while conducting surveillance operations in the COMNAYEFOR
JAPAN area. at which time Banner would operate under COM-
NAVFORJAPAN. Phase I was to test a single ship in surveillance
and intelligence collecting activities and had the following goals:
{a) [2 lines deleted]. : : AL
b) Test the effectiveness of a small ship acting singly, and pri-
marily, as a naval surveillance and collection unit.
¢) [3 lines deleted]. _
" {d) Collect photographie, acoustic, hydrographic, and other intelli-
gence materials on targets of opportunity. "

- (e) Report any intercepted information of CRITIC or spot report

nature. :
" Phase IT expanded phase I objectives to include the follewing in
order to assist in determining the future of the program: )
(@) Conduct maximum collection of all types of intelligence in
support of national and naval intelligence collection requirements.
- (6) [2 lines deleted]. 4 ’ -
(e) [2lines deleted]. . i BT by :
(@) Develop experience, procedures and equipment necessary to
implement phase 111 in an optimum manner. ' :
hase [11 was contingent upon the demonstrated feasibility and op-
erational effectiveness of phases I and II and would expand the etfort
to: : -
(@) Provide continuous coverage of areas in which collection defi-
ciencies exist. - '

(3) Provide a capability for surveillance of expanding [celeted] .

naval operations. =

It was envisioned that ultimately 12 to 15 AGER-type ships would
be included in the program during phase ITL.

Phase I operations were concucted under the code word “Click-
beetle.” Phase IT was originally to have heen eonducted under the code

. “word “Pinkroot:” however, when the third ship was assigned to the

-Atlantic Fleet instead of the Pacific Fleet, it became necessary to es-
tablish a worldwide code word for AGER operations. At that time

the code word “Pinkroot™ was canceled; the code word “Breeder™

was assigned to worldwide operations, and the code word “Ichthyic”
assigned to Pacific Fleet AGER operations. Hence, the identification
of the U.S.S. Pueblo’s first mission as Ichthyie I.
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\I.\\ AGEMENT OF _\GFR RrecoN ¥ AISSANCE PPOGR \3I—+GE\'FR AL

Responv,lblhty for the operation of the AGER surface reconnais-  ~ <7 i
sance program Is essentially vested in the U.S. \av\' However, since . - = -
- the production of intelligence information obtained from these' sur-
face reconnaissance \chlcle:. is intended to satisfy not only the Navy
but various other consumer tequu ements in the executive branch, and
~to avoid péssible duplicaticn of reconnaissance efforts, policy govern-
ing the individual mission of these reconnaissance vehicles is, in theor‘y "
~at least, actually estabhished and determined by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. This, however, as will be discussed later 111 tlus report dld not
occur in the case of the Pueblo. s
.The Joint. Chiefs of Staff through its staff entlh the Jomt Recnn- P
‘naissance Center, issues general pnllm guidance for the establishment SRR
-of reconnaissance missions as well as the manner in which they are =~ -
to be conducted. Thus, since the Joint Chiéfs of Staft is the staff agency ' S
in Governmeiit which establishes general policy guidance for missions 2
of this type and, in theorv at least, constantly monitors their continu- -
ing nnplemeutfltlon, 1t is 1easmmble to say that actual management of - - !
" ef
i
|
|

the reconnaissance mission program is in fact a'dual tespmmbllltv
shared by both the operator (the Navy in this instance) and the Jomt
Reconnaissance Center of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. '
Although the AGER's are assigned as fleet resources to'the \avv
and operated by the fleet commander, they are nonetheless limited in
_their operations to preestablished \‘1\) and national reconnaissance - _
requirements. Thus, as in the case of the U.S.S. Pueblo, the responsible . S
‘operating commander can only suggest a proposed mission for this -t
type vessel, after which it must be forwarded . through the chain of
g;mu;fnflnd for ultimate approval and action by the Joint Chlef‘-. of -
ta
The operating commander in forwarding a remmmended mission
fr)r an AGER-type vessel is, among other things, charged with the i
" responsibility of establishing an evaluation of the risk involved in "-
the proposed mission. This pdltlcuhl element of the operating com-
mander’s responsibility is especially important. Therefore, it will be
discussed in considerably greater detail in the section of this Iepmt. .
which develops the specifics of the Preblo mission. : 2e g T
The Jomt Chiefs of Staff, before taking formal action on the" pro- :
posed mission, process it through- its staff, identified as the Joint
- Reconnaissance Center. The staff of the Joint Reconnaissance Center
is required to review the proposed mission to determine, among other
things, whether the proposed mission is necessary to meet national
service and command intelligence requirements. In addition, the Cen-
 ter evaluates the risk of the p:oposed mission with the Defense Intelli- -
gence Agency and other affected agencies of Government. In order
to perform their function, the staff of the Joint Reconnaissance Center
includes repreqentdtlvea of each of the four services: the Defense In--

- - -=telligence \gency and otheraffected agencies of Government. In order- 4
to perfmmthelr functlou the staff of the Joint Reconnaissance Center - <t
includes representatives of each of the four Servi ices; the Defense In- e
" telligence Agency; the National Security Agency; the Department of
State, the Central Intellizence Agency, as well as a representative of
- the Secretary of Defense. "The staff of the Joint Reconnaissance Center
therefore provides the actual working mechanism of the Joint Chiefs
of Sta.ff for coorchnatlng the pmcessnw of individual missions and_
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thus, in theory at least, avouluw unnecess-mry dup] lcntlon in the overall -
national reconnaissance progran. .

After an individual mission deployment has been coor dmated *mcl '

staffed within the staff of the Joint Reconmaissance Center, it receives
a formal input from each of the agencies affected, either : approving
the proposed mission, suggesting a modificati ion, or recommending 1 its
canceliatzon. The stafl of the Joint Reconnaissance Center then pre-
sents the mission proposal to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their action.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff upon receiving the formal document
recommending and explaining the proposed mission, either act to ap-
prove or dlsall)I)I ove the mission. If the mission is approved, it is then
presenteil to the Secretary of Defense or his cleput} fm ﬁml Pentagon
approva

pon completion of this review and its '11)p10\'a.1 bv higher civ llmll
- authority, who constitute the so-called [deleted] Board, the resulting -

decision is then sent to the area commander in chief for his action.
The area commander in chief, in turn, relays this approval through
the chain of command to the opemtor of the surface reconnalss.mce

~ vehicle. -

~_'The operating command in the case of both the U.S.S. Pueblo .md
the U.S.S. Banner was Commander Naval Forces Japan. The “opera-
tor,” Commander Naval Forces Japan, is responsible for preparation

of the actual operation order which ‘directs the commanding officer .
of the reconnaissance vessel to .proceed on his mission and provides, - -
among other thing, the rules and policies which he must obser\'e in

the p1 ocess of (1150]1‘11‘0 ing his m ission respmtsablhtles

Tur. Preero MissioN—GENERAL

Befom reviewing the specific details of the Pucblo mission, it is
necessary to pl‘tce In perspective the background and rationale ob-
served by the U.S. Navy in formulating ancl Imtldtlnn' the January S-
February 4, 1968, Pueblo mission.

Rear Adm. anL L. Johnson, USN, former Comm.mder Naval
Forces Japan, in his appearance before the subcommittee outlmed
this background as follows: - . :

" 1 shall present a brief background of the surface surveillance opemtmn- pro-

gram prior to the arrival on 1 December 1967 of the USS Pueblo in the area over
which I, as Commander U.S, Naval Forees Japan (COMNAVFORTIAPAYN), had
cognizance. I hope it will be helpful to this Committee in furthering your under-
standing of the concept of the surface surveillance program and the rationale

behind the implementing operations which USS Pueblo was carry ['w out in -

January 1965 and my responsibilities for the Piueblo mission,

When the U.S.S. Puebin was seized, she was under wmy operational control as -

COMNAVFORTAPAN and Commander Task Force 96. My immediate. superior

in the U.S. Navy chain of command was the Commander in Chief, U.8. Pacific -

Fleet (CINCPACFLT), the naval component commander in the Pacific Unitied
Command. T exercised operational control of the U.8.8. P:cr:bh} under ﬂu:{luw

-~ ~gnd directives issued-by CINCPACFLT.

The U.8.S. Pueblo and the U.S.S. Banner, AGI‘R'S as the» are t.‘flllecl were
under my operational control from the day of departure for a specific mission

- from a port in Japan until the day of return to port from that mission.. At all

other times, these ships were nnder the operational control of the Commander
SEVENTH Fléet (COMSEVENTHFLT). The AGER’s are under the administra-
tion of the Commander Service Force, Pacific (COMSERVPAC), who as the zhip
type commander is charged by CINCPACFLT with responsibilities for the train-

ing of personnel (less naval security group personnel), material maintenancg and
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.repair of the ships, and with primary cognizance of such areas as ship inspections
and appropriate reports, and overall re.l(llness of Slnp and crew to carry out

operational assignments.
The surface surveillance program was initiated in August 1965. CINCPACFLT's

message 2201397 of September 1965, laid out the concept of operation of the

underway surface surveillance program and directed COMNAVFORJAPAN to

carry out the program. This message was superseded by a later message,
.CINCPACFLTs 0219227 of March 1966. It was under this lflter (lu'ectlve tlnt
the U.S.8. Pucblo was operating in January 1968.

Pertinent pmtmns of the refelled message are set out below:

" NAVY DEPARTMENT,

- March 1966.
R 0219227
FM CINCPACFLT
TO COMSEVENTHFLT
COMNAVFORTAPAN L Pl g A )
COMSERYPAC ik e T SE SE e ¢
U.S.8. Banner - . AL B P
INFO CNO e, e
CINCPAC
CG FIFTH AF
JCS :
CINCPACAF
DIRNAVSECGRU
Concept for Clickbeetle Operations.
A, CINCPACFLT 220130Z Sep 65 Pasep
B. CINCPACFLTINST 03100.38
C. CINCPAC 0062312Z Feb 63 Notal .

1. The following paras provide a revised concept for Clickbeetle operations,
this concept is effective upon receipt, and cancels the concept promulgated by

ref A,
2. USS Banner (AKL23) will be cleplmed to the Sea of Japan for a series

of 4-6 week patrols, as the initial phase of a trawler surveillance program being -

developed ULy the Navy, The mission of Banner will be naval surveillance and
intelligence collection in support of high priority national intelligence objectives.

8. Coverand Codcicords _

A. The unclassified mission-cover story: Bannecr, an unarmed, TU.S. Naval
auxiliary, is to conduct technical research operations in an ocean environment
to support oceanographie, electromagnetie, and related research programs.

B. The following codewords hfu'e been assigned relating to Banner opera-

tions:

{1) The codewonrd, ‘Chcl\heotle." has the meaning “Barmer operations -

a-- a naval surveillance ship.”
(2) The codewords, “Clickbeetle operation (NR),” ha‘e been ahaigned

to designate the specific patrol of Banner.

4. Concept of Operatinons

A. Banner will operate under the OPCONHODP COMSEVENFLT except svhile
conducting underway surveillance operation in the NAVFORJAPAN area, at
which time Bunncr will chop to COMNAVFORJTAPAN,

B. When divected, Bawncr will be sailed into the Sea of Japan to com!uc‘t
tactical surveillance and intellizence collection against Soviet naval units and
other targets of opportunity. The purpose will be primarily to test the platform
and equipment in surveillance and in collecting intelligence.

—-—-C-TUpon sailing for patrol station. Banner “ill LhecL out of the movement

silence, Silence will be maintained until Banner is detected at which time Banner
will break silence and submit periodic reports.

D. Upon arrival in the assigned patrol area(s), Banuer will be authorized
freedom of movement within her assigned patrol area(s) to reconnoiter targets
of opportunity, and to depart her acwl"ned xmtlol area(s) to monitor lucrative
Sorviet naval deployment or exercises in the Sea of Japan upon notifying
COMNAY FORI%P.\\' The following restrictions apply :

' 37-053—59—\0 12— 4
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.‘ (1) She’ wﬂl remain ‘a minimum of - one mile outside the ‘-‘-nuet bloc

’clmmeﬂ territorial waters, a total distance of thirteen miles [deleted].

(2) She will exercise care to aveid any motions which could be cou-

-~ sidered as harassment or which could cause embarrassment to Soviet ships,

'+ ' Soviet-ships will not normally be closed closer than 500 yards, except for
© briefly closing to 200 ydrds as necumuy for visual photo coverage of unusual
% '1ntore~.t items.

(3) She will avoid or operate within speuﬁc ‘areas de»wnntetl bv CO\I
\IA\'FORTAP.\\ a8 may be necessary to prevent mutual interference or
to effect mission coordination, E, for the purposes of eontml and comdm
tion, the following opemtm areas for Bmmm . : .

6. Coordination : - _ _.
A. A surface reconnaissance-operations proposal message will be submitted

by COMNAVFORIJAPAN to CINCPACFLT by the 1’th cyf the nmnth preceding,

utilizing the format specified in vef C.

B. To effect coordination of effort, avoid mutual hlterfereme, and fnr nro- '
tection in event of emergency, COMNAVFORTADIAXN will insure that COM -

SEVENFLT, Hgz Fifth Air Force, COMFAIRWING SIX. JCS, CINCPAC, CINC
PACFLT, HQ NSAPAC, CNO and FAIRECONRON ONE are Kept informed of
Banner movements and intentions, .

C. COMNAVFORJAPAN will iusure suitable faeilities and pruce{lure exist
for rapid destruction of classitied material.

D. COMNAVFORTJAPAN will provide iutelhﬂmce support tn Bmmer as
required. o )

7. Reports . :

A. When under surveillance, a daily secret message report of priority prece-
dence will be sent to COMNAVFORTAPAN, INFO JCS, CXNO, CINCP’AC, CINC
PACYLT, COMBEVENTHFLT and such other addees tn be determined by COJ
NAVFORJAPAN, reporting pesitions, intentions and a-summary of signiticant
events, special intelligence ifems per se ave not to be included in this message.

B. Any Soviet challenges or allegutions of operating in tetritorial waters will
be reported to JCS, CNO, CINCADC, CINCE \CFI T, CO\[HI VENTHFLT, um‘L

~ COMYNAVFORJAPAN by immediate message.

C. [pon completinn of a patrol, a post patrol report will be- submitted to
C\O via the eperational chain of ¢ommand in the format of the submarine patrol
and reconnaissance reports as contained in paras 332 and 335 of NWIP 10-1.
Suitably modified to fit the situation.

D. Routine intelligence reports will be submitted in accordance with (mwnt
instructions.

E. Film will be forwarded. undeveloped, to NAV RFCO\'TI‘LHQLBCI.. for
processing, accompanied by appropriate photo data sheets,

Admiral Johnson continues: S
Under the concept in the latter directive, the mission of the AGER, in effect,

provides for seaborne surveillance by a =small =hip acting singly. The AGER .

was to remain 2 minimum of one mile outside claimed tervitorial waters or 2
total distance of 13 miles. For assistance to the AGER when needed. COM-
NAVFORJAPAN was directed by CINCPACFLT. to keep vertain commands,
such as COMSBEVENTHFLT. Headquarters 5TIH AIR FORCE. CINCPAC-
FLT, and CINCPAC, advised of the AGER's movements and fintentions.
This I did in my Operation Order No. 301-68 and in ‘my “Sailing Orders.”
COMNAVFORTADPAN was further directed to submit a surface reconnaizszance
operation proposal message to CINCPACKFLT by the twelfth of the month pre-

“ceding a mission. This “Proposal” message was passed to CINCPACFLT, CINC-

- _PAC and JCS8, and concurrence was passed back down the chain of command
3o CINCPACFLT, which by message dirécted COMNAVFORTIAPAN to eomluct.
the mission or operation. COMNAVFORJAPAN by message, called a “Sailing -

Order,” issued specific instructions to the AGER in compliance.

- The Proposal message included an evaluation of the risk involved in a par-

tieular mission. I permmllr made the initial determination of the risk evalu-
ation. Factors Ctonsidered in the rizk evaluation were: geographical location.
political climate, nature and scope of intelligence tasks, ship operations to be
only in International Waters, studyr of previous missions, hostile reaction and
harasswment, and friendly forces available. In all, “Proposal” messages for the

* 18 scheduled missions, the estimate of risk was expressed as: Risk is estimated
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to be minimal since operations will be conducted in International Waters. The

Urisk minimal” evaluation was concurred in by all commands in the chain of
commaud, including JCS, for all missions t\lmh (,D\I.\A\ EORI\P.\\ was di-
", rected by CINCI'ACFLT to conduct.

“The CINCPACFLT message of 2 Mirch 1‘)(‘6 is the b‘mc corner-
stone which established the ronrept and the method of AGER opera-

.. tions subsequently 0]}‘-01\3(1 by both the U.S.S. Bunner and the U.S S
-Pcc«'&?o

Pursuant to established procedure, Commander Naval Forces’ .T% _

‘pan in November 1967, dispatched a message to Commander in Chief

Pacific Fleet proposing a six-month scheclule of reconnaissance opera-

tions for the U.S.S. Pe:eblo ond the U.S.S. Banner (280635Z November

1967). The declas-uﬁed pomous of tlus dl:,patch are set out belm“ o3

\'A\'Y DE‘I’AR’[‘M‘E\T
" November 1’9(‘1

1. Rommmend following Pmkmot Schedule for Jnn Iul 196S: (All dntes port

- to port) :
Pinkroot o - e
Platform operation  Area target . - 2 - ' Dates
3.5 Pueblo...c.rciarananan § " Morth Korea Tsushima Straits___. . .. ... ... Jan. 5-Feb. 4.
U55. Ba - 1. Petropaviovsk. .o ieiaeeiiianans jan. 23-Feb. 22.
U.S.S. Puebla - Seaof Japan............. emimnedmmre—tn Feb, 19-Mar. 20,
U.S.S. Banner.. . e W East China Sea ABGE. _ ... imrcieaan- Mar, 6-Apr. 6.

. USS. Pueblo.. ) ~ Petropaviousk ... Apr. 3-May 3.
U.8.5. Baaner._ vl £ast China Sea_ . Apr. 21-May 21.
U.55. Pueblo. Vi . May 17-June 16.
U.S.S. Banner vin June 12-July 1.
US.S. Pueblo_. ———— June 27-July 27,

2. In view Banner material prollems, it is deemed inadvisable to delar Jul-

Sep 68 overhaul dates. Overhaunl period prior to Jun 1968 would be preferable. -

However, SRF Yokosuka indicates funding and work schedule makes earlier time
frame prohibitive.
3. Pinkroot operation VII (Puebln) has been scheduled to include proposed

1968 Sea of Japan transit (30 May=15.Jun).
4. Climatology study for pemod Jan-Mar, submitted by FLEWEAFAC 101\0-

suka, indicates fair weather conditions for initial proposed petro .mission.

Commauder in Chief Pacific Fleet approved the 6-month pr oposed

deployment schedule and as'a result, on 14 December 1967, Commander

Naval Forces Japan provided the Commander in Chief Pacific Fleet- -

with some detail concerning the proposed mission of the U.S.S.
Puyeblo. '

below:

Pmkfoot ope ration C\[
1. Following submitted IAW REF J C.

A Jmttﬁcntlon- Subj operation will primarily be conducted in Sen of J.wm'

to:

~ Korean (KORCOM) ports.
.{2) Sample electronic environment of east coast \orth Knrea.

e * 7 (8) 1latercept and conduct surveillance of Soviet naval units.

- -(4) Evaluate USS Pueblo's (AGER-2) gapablhttes asa \'mal intelligence
collectmu and tactical surveillance ship.
B. Estimate of risk: minimal since Pueblo will be opemtmu' in mtem.\honal
waters for entire deployment. -
€. Rules of engagement are as set forth in ref.. A. Ref B is applicable in
regards Pueblo's conduct in event of harassment or mtunuhtmn, a‘i coommnt
of Pueblo 3 rulner.tbihty to fatal damage due to collision. )

Portions of that message have been dccnsmﬁed and are :-et out,

‘{1) Determine nature and extent of nnval actinty vicinity of \nrth _'
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D. Direct liaizon conducted or will be requn-ed with:
_ E. Operational info: . .
‘(1) USS Pueblo (AGER-~2)

(2) SASEBOSJant$ ' '
(3) (A) Proceed via Tsugaru Straits to arr opare:l MARS appro: 10 me.

.[B) Operate opareas PLUTO, VENUS, und MARS, coucentmtmg efforts in_

area(s) which appear most lucrative.
- (C) Depart opareas 27 Jan, proceed south along Korean coast to vicinity

* Tsushima Straits.
(D) Intercept and conduct surveillance of Soﬂet nsn'al uuits oper*ttlng Tau- g

shima Straits.
(E) Terminate surveillance to arr Sasebo nit 0—100017 Feb.

© {4) CPA to KORCOM/SOVPET land masuf off shore islands will be 13 XM..
Piuteblo will operate at least 500 yards from Soviet umt.s e\cept to clo:-e briefly
to 200 yards as necessary from visual/photo. .

Coverage, additionally, Puchlo will not interfere with Soviet exercises. “ Pucbio
will, however, maintain a position on the peripherv for obaenatton purposes.

(3) Arr Sﬂ:cbo, 1 Feb.

+{6) Above opareas are defined as follows:

(A) East/west boundaries are contiguous to Korean co'lqt ettendin,b from -

13 NM CPA to land MASS/OFF shorve islands seaward to 82 N)L

(B) North/south boundaries are PLUTQ 12-CON to 41-CON: vmos 11~

€O to 40-CON; and MARS 40-CON to 39-CONXN.
The Commander in Chief Pacific Fleet by dispatch Jdated 11"’104?
December 1967, forwarded Commander Naval Forces Japan’s pro-
osal for Ichthyic I, the first U.S.S. Puedlo mission, to Commander

m Chief Pacific Fleet for approval, and also including numerous

information addresscs, among “hom was the Jomt Chlefa of Stf\ﬁ

R1721547 Dec 67

F)M CINCPACFLT

TO RUHHHQA/CINCPAC . .
INFORUENAAA/CNO ' - o as” T -
RUEPIS/ICS ST ci e T .-
RUEPIS/DIA fL g i .
RUEPSW/DIRNSA .

RUHGUL/COMSEVENTHFLT - PR . O P ]
CRUAUNJ/COMNAVEIFORTATAN T . N e T e
RUCIHSA/DIRNAVISECGRU: U "k AT D RELEe B, e T
ZEN/DIRNAVSECGRUPAC . 7 o
ZEN/COMSERVPAC o % Bl
RUHHLHA/HQNSAPAC - c .

RUAUAZ/PACOM ELINT CENTER .

RUABES/JISPC

RUAUBAC/USS BANNER

RUAUBAC/USS PUEBLO |

RUHHABA/CINCPACATF

RUAUAZ/CG FIFTEH AT

RUAMWC/COMNAVFORKOREA

BT

[Deleted.]

PINKROOT OPERATION 1° .

A. CINCPAC 2323467 APR 65 NOTAL

B. CINCPAC E‘L’I INST 003120.24A

1. Following proposal for Pinkroot Operation I cnbmltted IAWREFA:
- A, Justification: Subject operation is to be conducted in the Sea of Japan to:

(1) Determine nature- and extent of Naval acmltv vieinity of North

EKorean ports [1 line deleted].

{2) Sample electronic env ironment of east coast \'orth Korea, [1 [lnﬂ P

. deleted].

(3) Intercept and conduct surreillance of Soviet \'aral units oper'ttmﬂ

Tsuabinn Straits [2 lines deleted].
- {4} Determine Soviet and North Korean [1 line deleted]

(3) Report any deployment of {2 lines deleted].

(6) Evaluate USS Pueblo (AGER 2) capabilities as a \'ar&l surreﬂlanee

ship.
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B. Estimate of rizk: Minimal.

* C. Rules of engagement : JAW REF B

D. Direct liaizon bas been conducted or will he required \\ith s
" (1) DIRNAVSECGRUPAC .
(2) PACON ELINT CENTER
(3) NSAPAC REP JADlAN
" (4) COMUSKOREA
(5) NAVSECGRUACT KAMISEYA
~ (6) COMNAVIORKOREA
E. Operational information : _ i
(1) USS Puchlo (AGER 2) ; : e
(2) Sasebo, 8 Jan 68
(3) (A) I’roceed to oparea MARS, arriving 10 Jan.
(B) Operate areas PLUTO, VENUS, and MARS, concentrating efforts in
. most lucrative areas.
(C) Depart opareas 27 Jan, and proceed south along horeﬂn coast to
. vicinity Tsushina Straits.
y (D) Intercept and conduct surveillance of Sox iet naval units opelatmﬂ'
- Tsushima Straits.
(E) Terminate patrol to arrive Sasebo NLT 0400017 Feb.

(F) Above opareas defined as follows: Western boundary is 13 NM from~

land mass off shore islands: Eastern bouu{lary 60 NM seaward of Western
boundary. North/south boundavies ave: PLUTO 42-00X6, 47-00N3 ; YL‘\ US
41-00N7, 40-00N4 : MARS 40-00N4, 39-00N2.

v (4) OPA sen=itive areas; \Olth I\Orea/SOuet land mass and off shore

_islands 13 N M. _
(5) Sasebo, 4 Feb. ’ .

2. Puchblo will operate at least 500 yds from Soviet ships except to close briefly
to 200 yds as necessary for photo coverage. Pueblo will maintain a peripheral
positiou on any task force OPS observed, so as not to interfere.

GP-1

BT

NXNXNN

ADV CY NMCC/DI1A
REF A not identitied

Under the Ilnocedmes observed by the Jomt, Peconmvmnce Center
operating under the Joint Chiefs of Staff, this message constituted the
first official notice and basis for the U.S.S. Pueblo mission during the

eriod 8 January to + February 1968. However, it was not until Dceem- .

er 23,1967, that Commander in Chief Pacific Fleet initiated a formal
reque-?t to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for approval of this specific mis-
sion. This CINCPAC message was dated 230230Z December 1967:

R 230230Z DEC 67

FM CINCPAC

TO RUEKDA/JCS

INFO RUENAAA/CNO
RUEKDA/DIA
RUEPWS/DIRNSA
RUHKR/CINCPACFLT
RUHQ/CINCPACAF
RUAUBUL/COMSEVENTHFLT
RUAUNT/COMNAVFORJAPAN
RUCISHA/DIRNAVSECGRU
RUHKB/DIRNAVSECGUPAC

. RUHHLHA/HQ NSAPAC 3 B N Ty
RUHKEB/COMSERVPAC FICI T L L
RUAUAZ/PE R SR NP
RUARBS/ISPC e

RUAUAZ/CG FIFTH AF _ L e

BT . . 3 T it L R A T L
[Deleted.] ’ :

Pinkroot operation I
A,CINCPACFLT 11 21542 Dec 67
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1. REF A outlines pmposul USS Pm.bfa opemtmui dttrin” the ;lerm(ba S J'm-

4 Feb 68,
2. Primary objechives fnr umdurt of this mission are as follows:

A. Determine extent and nature of naval activ m iu uumtv of \‘orth
Korean ports of [1 line deleted].
B. Sample electrouie environtent of eflttcrn wast \orth I\omrz [1 line -

deleted].

C. Intercept and conduct surveillance of Soyv fet naval umt-% 01'»er.!.tm~
in vicinity of Tsushima Strait {1 line rlt,leted]

D. Determine Communist [4 lines deleted].

E. Report deployment of {2 lines deleted]. :
F. Continue evaluation of AGER effectiveness asa mml surveillance %hlp

. 3. Pucblo will observe a CPA of not less than thirteen nautical wmiles from -
North Koreau and Soviet land mass and off shore islands. Risk to Pueblo is esti- -
mated to be minimal =ince operations will be conducted in intertuational waters,

4. Operations will be conducted . in areas JUPITEHR, VENUS, and MARS.”
.Boundaries of the areas are defined ax: Western boundary, thirteen NM from -
the land mass/off-shore islands; eastern boundary extends sixty NM to zeaward -
to the western boundary, North/sonth limits: PLU TO 42-00N, 41-D0N: \'E:\'US

_41—0{)\ 40-00N ; MARS 40-I"N, 39-00XN. k:
5. Specific information related to Tinkroot ol}nmtmn is as follom,

A. Depart Saselio § Jan. 6S.
B. Proceed to Oparea MARS arriving 10.Jan.
.C. Operate in areas PLUTO, VEN S, and M \R':- (onceutmtm” efforts

" in most lucrative areas.
D. Depart Opareas 27 Jan. and proceed along Koreanh cost tn vieinity

. Tsushima Straits. Upon arvival therve, locate and conduct sury elll.mce of .

Soviet naval units operating in the areq.
E. Terminate patrol arriving Saxebo NLT 040001Z Feb.

6. When operating
500 yards, except to lee to 200 yards bLrietly for photo coverage. The penphmx

in such a position as the prevent interference.
7. Recommend authorization be granted to condunt oz)eratu)n- as outimed

above. 5
. The Subconumnittee was advised by l'cprcsenmtives nf the Jnint- Re-
connaissance Center that the actual processing of clearance on this
specific Pueblo mission therefore began as early as the 17th of Deceni-
ber with receipt of the first information messuage on the mission. The
- JRC, in accordance with established policy, assumed that the request -
made by CINCRPACFLT on 17 December. would be approved by
CINCPAC and consequently went foward with initial processing of
the mission approval by the Joiut Chiefs of Staff. The processing.in-
cluded submission of the proposal to other agencies in government for
concurrence, including among other things: _ . ‘
() the risk assessment t‘ecommendatton. _
(b) the intelligence validation, and
(c) the technical v alidation.

As previously indicated in this report, the JRC includes among its

~ operational staff, representatives from each of the military depatt-
ments, State Department, and NS4, who have a specific interest in

these reconnaissance missions. There is, in addition, liaison with each

of the military services, the Defense Intellttfeuce Agency, the National
Security Agency, the Central Intelligence A«rencx the State Depart-

ment, as well as the Office of the Sec retary of Defense. Thus, all of these .

agencies supposedly became aware of the U.S.8. Pueblo mission on

December 17 and were required to rvne the propobed opemnon appro- X

priate serutiny and review.

It is, however, significant that the U. 3 Pa.feblo ission was only

one of hundreds of missions included in a montldy schedule of recon-

near L‘mnnmm-t ships. maintain a CPA of not less than 3
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naissance operations reviewed and approv ed b) the Joint-Chiefs of il
* Staff, These missions are submitted to the Joint Chiefs of Statt monthly *
inthe form of a book which sets out in broad general terms tlie necessicy - -~ - i
~ for each of the missions, its objectives, its area of operations, its dura- f
~tion, and finally, its visk assessment. Flowey er, before this mouthly
. “reconnaissance schedule is actually acted upon by the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl, stafl coordination and stud) is, iu theory, prov ided by 1nte1 ested
and affected Gover nment ageucies.

x The details concerning the preliminary pr 089551!!” of theso monthh PR
yeconnaissance schedules are of necesclt) classified. However, the De- -

fense Intelligence Agency is specifically charged with the risk assess-
ment emlmtlon o ea.ch indiv 1du¢1 mis «1011, as well as its mteilwence d
validation. : ©

The validation of the mtellltrence and techmcnl acpeet-— nf the pro- B

~posed mission, as well as the visk assessment by the Defense Intelli- e’
gence Agency, are triggered by, and made on the basis of, the brief
message received, in this instance from CI\'CP.\C[' LT on December:
17onthe US.S. Pm‘b?o

Witnesses appearing before.the subcmmmttee stated tll.lt despite the

_paucity of information contained in the December 17 message, the
JRC and the interested Government agencies had, when Ieﬁuued ac-
cess to considerably more infor: mation on all pmpo sed missions than
appear in official dispatches. Allegedly, staft personnel of the JRC
are regularly in contact sith their o posite numbers on the staff of the

" various area commanders in clneé) for the purpose of “discussing -

ramifications of current aind proposed reconnaissance missions, Thus,
JPC representatives stated categorically that telephonic discussions -
had been had with their opposite Twumbers in the Joint Reconnuissance,
Center of Commander in Chief Pacific with specific referénce to the
Pueblo mission. However, no official record was made of these informal
telephone discussions.

Concurrent with the processing of the mission 1)101)0:‘11 by the staff
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Commander Naval Forces . Japan was in
the process of preparing opemtlonal and sniling orders for the U.S.S.
Pueblo mission, Ichth\ ic I.- The operation order ultimately prepared
for Ichthyic I is identified as No. 301-68 and sets out in detail the mis-

“sion of the U.S.S. Pueblo. its objectives and the manter in which 1t is
to respond to emergency situations. i

The subcommittee has reason to believe tlmt this operat lonal order .

301-68 was seized by the North Koreans when they boarded the U.S.S. - &
3 3 |

Pueblo. However, the Department of Defense is of the view thai com-
promise of this top secret docunent by the North Koreans is not a
certainty and, therefore, refused to malke its contents av ailable to the o
general publi ic. i
s .

|

! . Thesailing orders of the Pueblo issued by Commander Naval Forces

: . Japan were tssued in his capacity as Commander Task Force 96. These * -
~sailing orders 0505127 January 1968 have been r ecla¢=51ﬁed 'md are set
outbelow in the:r entlret) ST T e e
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. Authority, Deputy Secretary of Defense, September 12, 196S.
3 (S) . Pauvr H. Nrize.

050512 Z January 1‘16b

From ; Commander Task Force Ninety Six

" Action: USS Pucblo "

Infornmtmn Commanding General, Fu.fth Air Force; Commander in Chicef Pa-
cific; Commander in Chiel Pacific Air Force; Commander in Chief U.S.
Pacific Fleet; Chief of Naval 01:0 ations ; Commander Fleet Air Wing Rix;
Commander Nervice Force, U.8. Pacific Fleet; Commaunder Seventl t‘leet:
Director Naval Security Group; Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron One:
Headquarters Natioual Security Ageuney Pacific: Joint Chiefs of Statf; Naval
Field Operations Intelligence Oﬂice Naval Security Group Activity | Kaui-
seya) ; Oceanographer of the Navy; Commander Service Group Three: Di-
rector Naval Security Aectivity: Director Naval Security Group Dacitic:
Commander U.S. Forces Korea; Commander Naval Forces Korea: Pacitic
Commanund Electronics Intelligence Center

Subject : Ichthyic One Sailing Or{ler ()

A. Commander Task Force 96 Operation Order 301-68 (Not To .UI)
. B. Pacific Command Electronics Intelligence Center Message 210734Z of Decent-
" " ber 1967 (Passed Separately, \ot To All)
© C. Commander in Chief U.S. Pacific Fleet Instruetion 003120.24A
D. Commander in Chief U.S. Pacitic Fleet Instruction 03100 3D
1. Iehthyic One formerly Pinkroot Oue. o
2. Depart Sasebo, Japan when ready for sea about 8 January 1968. Cherk out
of movement report system and proceed via Tsumlm-‘\ Straits to arrive opera-
tion area MARS about 10 January.

3. Attempt to avoid detection by Soviet Naval units while proceedln" opvmtmn
area MARS.

4, Upon arrival MARS, conduct Ichthyic Operations in acmrdame with provi-
sions of reference A.

A. Operate operation areas Mars, Venns and Pluto, concentmtmg efforts ave: l/
areas which appear most luerative,

B. Depart operation areas 27 January and if not under surveillance, maintain
strict emission control condition. Proceed south along Korean coast to vicinity
" Tsushima Straits,

C. Intercept and conduct surveillance of So\ iet Naval units opearting Tsushima
Straits.

D. Terminate surveillance to arrive Saseho 4 February 1965. Earlier departure
authorized to ensure ten per cent on-board fuel upon arrival Sasebo.

4, Opeation areas detined as follows :

A. East/west boundaries all areas are contiguous to’ Koreau Communist coast
extending from thirteen nautical miles closest point of approach to land mass/
off-shore islands seaward to sixty nautical miles. 2

R. Xorth/south houndaries are;

Mars, 40-00N4 to 30-00N2;
Venus, 41-00N3 to 40—00.\'4 x
Pluto, 42-00N6 to 41-00XN5.

6. Special instructions: "

A. Collect electronie intellizence in accordance with the provisions in reference
B, on not to interfere basis with basic mission.

B. The closest point of approach to the Korean Ccummumst; Sovlet 1and mass/
off-shore islands will be thirteen nantieal miles.

C. Upon establishing tirm contact with Soviet. Naval units, break emission con-
" trol and transmit daily situation repart.

. D. Operate at least 500 yards from Soviet units e\cept to close bneﬁv tn 200
Fards as necessary for visual/photo coverage,

E. Do not interfere with Soviet exercises but maintain a position on ‘the

ST -peripherr for obervation purposes.

= F. If unabie to establish or gain contact mth Soviet units within 24 hours
arrival Tsushima Straits area. adrvise originator using immediate precedence.

G. Provisions of reference C apply regarding rules of engagement. Reference D
applies regarding conduct in event of harassment.or intimidation by foreizn units,

to not_elicit undsual interest from surveying/surveyed unit or units, Emplcv
only in cases where threat to survival is obvwns

H. Installed defense armament should be stowed or covered in such a manner as- -

[}
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.At this point, it is interesting to note that the sailing order contains
no special instructions leldtlllﬂ' to communications plan:; for contact’

with surface/air support if alert aircraft were laid on. Moreover, the -
operating order, 301-63, from commandcer Task Force 96 to the -
.. Pueblo, provides emergency instructions for ship-to-ship communica-

tions in the event a sur mce ‘unit was ch:,patdu.d to the assistance of an

- 'AGER. However, there were no instructions for communications be- .
‘tween the AGER (the Puedlo) and any air units which might have-
been dispatehed to its assistance. T]ms, we have the strange fmomolv '

of the only support forces “on call” to commander Task Force 96 to
aid the Pueblo were 5th Air Force aircraft. However, should these

have been utilized, there was 1o provision in the OP order. for emer-

gency communications between the ship and the airveraft.

The sailing orders and the operational orders were issued to the
commander of the U.S.S. Pueblo after December 29, 1967, the date on
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff had indicated . its appronﬂ of
Ichthyic I. .

- THEe l\[ox’n-u.‘r RECONNAISSANCE SCH}:DU_LE

In accordance with established policy, the various area commanders

in' chief, that is, CINCPAC, CINCLUR; and so forth, have their

monthl} meetings on piopo\ed reconnaissance missions in their area
during the first 2 3 wweeks of each month. Thereafter, the roposals are
forwarded to the Joint Reconnaissance Center of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff who prepare the monthly reconnaissance q(:hedule on the 23d day
of the month.

“In the case of the U. S . Puedlo, although actual "uppt'oval from
CIN CPAC for the Pueblo mission did not reach the JRC until De-
cember 23, 1967, the monthly reconnaissance schedule for January
1968 did include the proposed mission of the T.S.S. Pueblo.

Subseqnenth on December 29, 1987, after processing of the monthly
reconnaissance schedule by various affected Government agencies,
Joint Reconnaissance Center staff personuel presented the propoved
monthly reconnaissance schedule to the Joint Chiefs of Stafl. The re-
view made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff apparently is relatively cursory
‘and consists of a briefing of the highlights of the'reconnaissance sched-
ulé by a 1eplcsent‘1tne of the Joint Reconnaissance Center. At that
time, based upon previous study by representatives of cach of the in-

“dividual Chiefs of Staff, questions on individual missions are reviewed -

and finalaction taken h\ the Joint Chiefs of Staft,

In the case of the schedule which included the' Puedlo mission, the

fact is that the Joint Chiefs of Staff never met on it at all. It was the
week of the Christmas holidays. Two of the Joint Chiefs were out of

town, and no one on any of their staffs havi ing raised any objection to

any of the hundreds of missions included i in the schedule, approval
was granted by the Chlels mthout any fornnI meetuw of the Joint
Cluef‘a‘ of Stafl. :

Following approval by the Jomt Chlefs of Stqﬁ‘ the proposed
monthly reconnaissance schedule is presented to either the. ecretary
of Defense or-the Deputy Secretary of Defense. In the case of the
schedule involving the Puedlo mission, the matter was presented to
Deput} ‘-’-ecretarv of Defense, Mr. Nitze, who, after reviewing the

) 87—06 f—89—No. 12——3
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entire schedule, indicated his approval. The subcommlttee was unable

to ascertain the time spent by the becmtfur} in scrutinizing 'md '
reviewing the proposed monthly reconnaissance schedule. .
Subsequent to the approval of the monthly reconnaissance schedule -

by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the matter is then presented to
high authority for formal approval in the executive branch. This final
step was apparently observed in respect to the monthly reconnaissance
schedule for January 1968, and final applovrl.l actlon provided on
December 29,1967,

Although We have been unable to ascertain the time spent by the

Deputy Seuetan of Defense and the [deleted] Board in reviewing the
monthly reconnaissance book, we thinlk it is sigmificant that the sclled-
ule was “applm ed” by the J oint Chiefs of Staft on ‘December 29,1967,

reviewed and “approved” by the Deputy Secretary of Defense on
December 29, 1967, reviewed and “approved? by the [deleted] Board

on December 29, 196;, and returned to the Joint Chiefs of bt‘lff for -

action on Dccembet 29,1965,

The Joint Chiefs ()f Staft notified CINCPAC and CI\ CP {CI‘LT

and Commander Naval Forces Japan on January 3, 1968, of final ap-
roval of the mission. Subsequently, Commander naval forces Japan
1ssued Operational Order 301-68 and sailing orders to the U.S.S.

Pueblo.
Tme U.S.S. Presro
Ship’s Characteristics

The U.S.S. Pueblo (AGER 2), folmelh \'I\L 44, was comeited 3

at Puget Sound Naval Shipyard in 1966-67. The ship had the follow-
ing ch'u'acter istics:

. {a) O\enll length: 176 feet 6 inches. - (e) Displacement:
"+ (b) Draft: ) Light: 850 tons.
Light : 10. 5 feet. Loaded: 950 tons.
Loaded : 11.5 feet. . (f) Propulsion: 2 GM 278 8- -cylinder
() Hull: 35 inch steel. . diesel engines, twin serew.

{d) Beam: 32 feet 834 inches, -(g) Speed:
- - _ : Full: 12 to 1214 knots.
Flank: 13 knots.

ARMAMENT (INCLUDING SMALL ARMS)

. Maximum

) Maximum effective

: ! e ra . range range

Type . Number (yards) (yards)

i i 5 ' 2 7,600 2,200

Sﬂ caliber machmeguns - = lg { ;% ] so[;g

45 caliber pistols. ..—ccucaeeens i i

30 calnbarfll’le ...................................... . -1 3,500 : 500 _

The U.S.S. Pueblo reqtured 3 minutes to go from stop to full speed _
... and an additional 3 minutes to flank speed ‘ L,
The Pueblo carried one Mark 10, 26- foot motor wha]e boat, and .

enough life rafts toaccommodate 90 men.
Conversion in Bremerton, Wash.

The U.S.S. Pueblo (AGER 2) was built in 1944 as a o-eneral p;m'

pose supply vessel for the U.S. Army. She saw service in 1 the Philip-
pmes and later in Kor ea, retiring from service in 19:): as Army Vessel
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-FS-344. She remained inactivated until she was transferred to the
Navy on April 12, 1966. At that time she was renamed Pueblo and
classified as an auxiliary light cargo ship (AKL 44). During the
gemad June 1966 to September 1967 she underwent conversion at the

uget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Wash. She was com-
missioned, an AGER on May 13, 1967.

_On January 30,1967, Commander Lloyd Mark Bucher, 582154/1100,
USN reported to Commandant, 13th Naval District, as prospective
commanding officer of Pueblo. When Commander Bucher reported
aboard Puchlo, the ship’s assigned allowance was 64 personnel (33 in
ship’s company and 29 in the Naval Security Group Detachment),
of whom approximately 50 percent or about 30, were already aboard.
As a result of conversations with the commanding officer, U.S.S. Palm
Beach (AGER 3), Commander Bucher requested additional personnel
to fill billets considered by him to be necessary in view of Pucglo’s con-
version from an AKL to an AGER. After the additional allowance
(to a total of 83) was made, he-was satisfied that Pueblo was ade-

uately manned for the mission. There being no standard AGER
s ql)"s organization in existence, U.S.S. Banner’s was obtained as a
preliminary guide. ' 5 =

During the outfitting and conversion: of Pueblo in Bremerton,
numerous materiel improvements were made in the ship with regard
to habitability, and the usage of the Secgrudet and navigation spaces.

Money for the conversion was reduced from $3.5 million to 815
million. - :

The Navy designation as an AKL, caused some confusion during the
conversion. Some items necessary for an AGER were not inclnded in

the original plans, such as no provision for storage of registered-

publications, a suitable incinerator, etc. Items were also received at the
yard for an AKL which were not intended for an AGER and had to
be returned to the supply system.

When he first reported to Bremerton, Commander Bucher under-
stood the ship would complete her conversion in May 1967. The con-
version was finally completed and the ship left Bremerton in Septem-
ber 1967. Extensions occurred on a month-to-mounth basis. As a result,

certain projects which Commander Bucher wished to have accom-:

plished which would have taken more than a month to complete, were
never approved because the projected time remaining was never con-
sidered adequate. If the planners had realistically provided for the
eventual delay in the shipyard, Commander Bucher believes many of
his requests would have been approved and implemented.

During the course of subcommittee heavings, it was established that
on August 28, 1967, the Chief of Naval Operations advised the Chief
of Naval Materiel that a decision had been made to install defensive

armament (no less than 20-millimeter guns) on commissioned Navy .
~——-——shipsnot now-so equipped. This directive indicated that the only com-

missioned ships of the Navy which would be exempted from the instal-

lation of this type of defensive armament were submarines and hospi- -

tal ships. However, Rear Adm. Frank Johnson, Commander Naval
.Forces Japan, the operational commander responsible for the U.S.S.
Pueblo, advised the subcommittee that he had never heard of this di-
rective. He further observed that this would be an actiou essentially
the responsibility of Commander Service Forces Pacific, the ship type

NLE." (Y.
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comnmnder Nonetheless, two .50 caliber machineguns and three

mounts were installed on the U.S.S. Pueblo at' ¥ 01\05111\.'1 Japan, per
CNO direction on January 2 and 3, 1968, as “interim armament.” At
that time, policy was made clear b} Commander Naval Forces Japan

that these guns were intended as defensne armftment and not to be -

used in a provocative manner.
The Pueblo’s crew was trained in the use of’ t11e~e guns and eterclaed

“them periodically thereafter.

Commanding Officer Pueblo letter serial 002-67 of June 9, 1961 re-.

~ quested Commander, Naval Ships Systems Command for modifica-
- tions and additions to Pueblo’s damage control facilities, including

additional sound-p }0“ ered telephone systems, additional alarm Sys-

tems, and an explosive emergency destruction system. Commander, -

Naval Ships Systems Command letter serial FMSS3-009853 of July

18, 1967, to CNO, copy to Pueblo, reviewed the requests and com-

mented that the additional telephone cireuits should be installed by
ship’s force, if desired, and suggested that the 1MC system should be

“sufficient to alert all hands 0?:11'1} emergencies. Relative to the re-

quested ‘explosive destruct system, it recomnzed that such a system
was highly desirable and advised that destruct char ges added to exist-

ing equipment normally provlde doubtful eifcctn'eness, accomplishing

onlv partial destruction.
The commanding officer dlscus~ed the problem of emerm:nw} de-

~ struction cqp'ﬁnhtv further with the staff, Commander Naval Forces
- Japan, and was referred to the officer in chwrne, Naval Ammunition

Facility, Azzuma Island in Yokosuka. A survey of the security spaces
by an officer from that facility in December 1967 resulted in a recom-
mendation that several thermite destructors be installed. The com-
manding officer gave consideration to the acquisition of such devices.
However, in view of the fact that security publication KAG-1D pro-
hibited carrying incendiary destruct devices aboard ship, the com-
manding officer decided against the installation of such equipment.

The referenced prohibition against cau\m'* mcendmr} destruct
devices aboard ship was in effect on January 23, 1968, but was re-
scinded on Febru'lr} 11, 1968, at least partially, as a Tesult of the
Pueblo scizure,

Intraship communications systems consisted of a 1JV sound -pow ered

- circuit with outlets in most comp‘lrtments of the ship, a special secure

sound-powered system with outlets in the Secgrudet spaces, the cap-
tain’s cabin, and the pilot house, and a general announcing system
(1MC) with a gener: ‘111 alarm system an integral part thereto. Com-
mander Bucher had indicated his displeasure with these systems and
had requested additional sound-powered systems. He was authorized

to install additional circuits deemed necessary, using the ship’s force.

Cable and terminals were ordered and were onboard prior to seizure;

s —however, the additional circuits were not completed app%rentlv bemuse

of lack of ship’s force capability. .. .= . _

 Pueblo Enroute to and Inport San Diego

The U.S.S. Puedlo departed Puget Sound on .September 11- 13 1967,
and arrived in San Diego on 21-22 September 1967 after stoppmo-' o™

briefly in San Francisco.
It conducted shaLedown tr'umno from September 25, 1967 to Oc-

tober 20, 1961.

i
|
1
i
1
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While the Pueblo was in S'm Dierro, most of the security group de-

. tachment personnel attended ﬁlcﬁwhtmw and damage control schools,
~ Officers attended OOD school and communications school. There was,
however, no precommissioning school for the crew as a unlt Dulls ;

were held at emergency destruction.
On October 26, 1967 , Commander Service GlDll}_) 1 conducted Pueblo’s
predePIO) ment readiness inspection. One of the descrepancies noted

was, “. .. promulgate emergency destruction bill, post in all spaces,-

prov ide wei ghted bags w here needed.” In comm: mdmn' officer Pueblo’s

reply to this inspection, Commander Bucher noted th’tt a destructlon

bill had been promulgated.

By the time Pueblo deployed from San Dlerro enroute WESTP \C |
Commander Bucher advised the U.S. Naval Court of Inqum that

he “was satisfied with the training and C'tp'lblhtles of his crew.”

“Pueblo,” En route to and Inport Pearl Harbor ; :
The Pueblo departed San Diego on November 6,1967, and proceeded
to Pearl Harbor, arriving Nowv ember 14. The time en route was utilized

for routine training ev olutions and emergency drills. [2 lines deleted].
After arriving in Pearl Harbor on November 14, 1967, Pueblo

_ received the normal briefings given a deploying ship by CINCPAC

FLT’s staff. This included bI‘leﬁI‘I“a in intelligence, communications,

and standard Opmatlolnl matters. In adclltlon, Commander Bucher
- spent about 2 or 3 days with the Intelligence Division’s AGER project
officer, and about 1 hour with the Opel ations Division’s AGER action -

officer and had briefings from SERVPAC. Captain (now rear admiral)
Cassell, Assistant Chief for Operations at CINCPACFLT, visited

Pueblo and arranged for shipyard work to be done on Pueblo’s

steering gear. It was during these 4 days of briefings that Commander
Bucher learned that this first mission would pI‘Ob‘lblV be off North
Korea, and that in the event he were attacked, U.S. Forces were
plepﬂted to react but that such assistance would probably come
too late to save the ship. Lt. Stephen R. Harris, USNR, officer in
charge, embarked security group detachment, U.S.S. Pueblo, and other

“ personnel of the detachment also received briefings from, and were

visited by. DIRNAVSECGRUPAC ‘md_ his stﬂ.ﬁ'

Pueblo E'n route and Inport Y okosuka
Pueblo departed Pearl Harbor on 18 November 1967 fmd proceeded

- direct to Yolkosuka. Time enroute to Yolkosuka was devoted to train-
ing similar to that conducted between San Diego and Pear! Harbor.

While enroute to Yokosuka from Pear]l Harbor, Commander Bucher

discussed with the officers of the wardroom, including Lieutenant -

Harris, the fact that the first mission would be off North Korea. He
did not, however, discuss with his officers the information concerning
the ma.bllm of U.S. forces to protect the Pueblo should shebe attacked.

Upon arriving in Yokosuka on December 1, 1967, commanding ot-

~ ficer of the Pueblo reported to Commander, U.S. Naval Forces, Japan, .
_ who at that time was Rear Adm. Frank L. Johnson, USN. _
While the Pueblo was in Yokosuka, COMN AVFORJAPAN's staff
assmted in preparing the ship for her mission. The commanding of-
ficers of the Banner and Pueblo coordinated their efforts to reduce the
" amount of classified material aboard the &GERJ’" They were success- . -

1
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ful in reducing the amount of crvptonmplnc material, but were un-

Yokosuka, particularly to its stecung apparatus, which was finally

repaired.” Although Commander Nav al Forces Japan by CINCPAC- :

FLT order and his own operational order 301-6S, was required to
verify the effectiveness of the destruction C.ll):lbl]lt) for classified
matter on the U.S.S. Pucblo, the verification which was conducted by

Commander Naval Forces Japan at Yokosuka was most informal and -

cursory, and obviously the destruction capability was inadequate.

On January 4, 1968, Commander Nav al Forces Japan conducted an
informa) and final 1n\spect10n of the U.S.S. Pueblo and after consulta-
tion with the commanding oflicer, determmud that the Pueblo was in
all respects ready for sea, Commander Naval Forces Japan. asked
Commander Bucher “if he had any problems ou which he needed fur-
ther assistance,” Commander Bucher replied i in the ne«atu e.. .

Admiral Johnson further stated that:

Based on reports made to me by wmy staff, the intensive indoctumhon of the
Pueblo by the Banner personuel. the final day of briefings of the Pueblo, and
my own personal observations, I was satisfied that the U.S.S. Pueblo was in a
satisfactory state of readiness and coutd carry ouc her assigned mission. :

On January 5, 1968, the U.S.S. Pueblo then departed Yokosulka,
Japan for Sasebo, .T'Ipau She arriv ecl in Sasebo on January 9 and de-
pm ted that port on January 11 for her '1551«1“1':1 area of opers ation.

Risk Evavvation

. F'uher in tlu:, report, the =uhcmunuttee had (11::C113-0(I in general
terms the mission approval process. Included in the mission appu)\-‘tl
process is the requirement that the command originating the mission
proposal and all intevening commands, lncluclllw ﬁmlh the Defense
Intelligence Agency evaluate and establish the risk category of the
plopo«:d mission.

The aubcommtttee he!leve:, that ‘the risk assessment function is the _

‘most critical factor in the mission proposal. Therefore, this report will
discuss in considerable detail the mauner in which the risk assessment
- function was handled on the Puweblo mission. The mission proposal,
for the U.S.S. Pueblo, including an-assessment of the risk, was pre-
ared and forwarded by Commander Naval Forces Japan to the .Tomt
hiefs of Staff via CINCPACFLT and CINCPAC.
Although Commander Naval Forces Japan had the re':;pon-;lbllltv
“for m‘lkmo' the initial risk assessment on the U.S.S. Pueblo mission,
Ichthyic I, the approval process presumed similar scrutiny and eval-

uation throughout the review and approval process at the various *

levels of the chain of command. Thus, theoretically, Commander in

Chief Pacific Fleet as well as Commander in Chief P‘lcxﬁc were re-’

—..quired to independently evaluate the risk assessment for the mission

“essing at the Washington level.

Forces Japan for Ichthyic T was confined to the following cryptic
- statement 1n a (hS'[)’lt(:[L to Commancler in Cinef Pacific Fleet dated
December 14, 1967

waters for entire deployment. -

successful in 1eclucmcr the tactical publications carried aboard AGER's. R
The U.S.S. Pueblo received some additional repairs and refitting at -~ -

before it was actually transmitted to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for proc- -

The official asses ament of risk established by commwnder Naval -

B. Estimate of risk: minimal, since Puedlo will be’ operatm" in internnhoual.




This same estimate of risk was then repmt&d in CI\TCPACI‘LT s
message of December 17,.1967 (172154Z) recommending favorable ac- - ;
tion on the proposed mission for the U.S.S. Pueblo. The I‘lSu. evalua- & - . -
tion stated in the message was as follows: : o e el 4R

. B..Estimate of risk : minimal. ' ’ ' &L OB ' )

_ Snm]ar]} , the action taken by CINCP ‘LC T ecommenduw approv fll of _i
the mission to the Joint Chiefs of Staff by his message of December 23, '
1967 (230230Z December 1967) stated: :

Risk to Pueblo is estimated to be ‘minimal since oper‘ltlons will be conducted in i
international waters. - b
o

!

The Joint Chlefs of Staff rerrul'mons ebt'\bhahnm policy on recon-
" naissance missions include very detailed mstructlons concerning risk
evaluation. The subcommittee believes that this criteria wasnot utilized - = -
by either Commander Naval Forces Japan, CINCPACFLT, or Com-
mander in Chief Pacific in making risk assessment evaluation. As a i i
matter of fact, it seriously questlons whether any of these commanders o
or staffs were aware of the specific criteria promulgated by the Joint
Chiefs of Staft as the basis for assessing risk evaluation. = ' g

Risk AssessyE ‘IT—-—CRITEP IA

; Commander Naval Forees J: apan, who was initially lesponmbl\, for
- risk assessment on the Pueblo mission, testified that lns aqse:»sment was
" based on the following considerations:. L

a. The political climate.
b. Sensitivity of the target country
. ¢ Material condition of the ship
d. State of training of the ship's personnel
“e. The cllmutolowcal condition of the area.of the p'u:rol
f. Nature and seumth ity of the operations
g. Possibility of hostile reactions . .
h. Forces available for the mission : i
i. Previous experience in the proposed area of operations ’ .
. Difficulties of navigation in proposed area of operations
k. Encounters with ships and aircraft (mutual interference to be expeeted)

1. Anticipated intelligence take

ni. Support forces available -

n. Opposing forces

On the other hand. the criteria established bv the Joint Chiefs of
Staff for risk evaluation appears to differ significantly from that ob-
served by Commander Naval Forces Japan.

. Under criteria promulgated by the Joint Reconnaissance Center of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the missions in the ~monthly Iomt Ret‘on-
naissance Schedule [17 lines deleted]. _

(22 lines deleted.] . |
The criteria observed by Commander Naval Forces Japan does not

“-appear to give any consideration to a number of Joint Chiefs of Staff =

. criteria, such as [deleted] and [deleted] of the reconnaissance vehicle.

T T 77 “The suncomuntlee must thercfore conclude that these latter criteria

' were not observed by Commander Naval Forces Japan in estn,bhshlnrr
hisinitial “risk 'Lsseaqment *of the Pueblo mission. .y

Equally important is the fact that although both Commander Naval =~ .
Forces Japan and Defense Intelligence Afrencs, in the case of the '
Pueblo, ave jointly responsible for “risk e\"llu*ltlon, apparently only -

. DIA uses the JCS criteria and Commander Naval Forces Jmpan mther '

‘was unaware of it or simply chose to ignore it. : :

ST T e e e
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B PUP‘:B-I_..O-—S-HIP ProTECTIVE MEASURES -

.. The subcommittee also is in receipt of evidence which indicates
that there was a reluctance at many levels in the military command
to commit and provide specific forces as ship protective measures for
_these AGER reconnaissance missions, and therefore there was pressure
placed on the commander originating the mission; i.e. Commander
Naval Forces Japan, to place a minimal risk categorization on these
missions since that was the only acceptable risk evaluation that would

be approved by higher command.

_Testimony received by the subcommittee indicates that Commander
Naval Forces Japan had on at least two previous occasions established .

ship protective measures for the U.S.S. Banner during its deployment
off the mainland of China. These ship protective measures which in-
cluded alert forces from commander 5th Air Force as well as the
utilization -of destroyer protection from ' commander. Tth Fleet,

-were contingency measures ingtituted by Commander Naval Forces

Japan for the U.S.S. Banner despite the fact that the Banner was

‘also on so-called minimal risk missions. It is particularly significant, -
in the view of the subcommittee, that these contingency plans estab--

lishing ship protection measures for the Banner were not evidenced
in the initial risk evalnation sent forward through the chain of com-

mand with the document seeking mission approval from the Joint
Chiefs of Stafl. . ' '

The mission proposal for the U.S.S. Puedlo was received by the -

Office of the Jomt Chiefs of Staff on December 17, 1967, on the basis
of an informution copy of the message sent by Commander in Chief

Pacific Fleet to CincPac endorsing the recommendation of Commander

Naval Forces Japan. The processing of this reconnaissance mission
groposal was then placed in the administrative machinery of the
oint Reconnaissance Center of the Joint Chiefs of Statt. '

At this point again it is important to emphasize that the only docu-
ment reflecting the U.S.S. Pueblo mission proposal, including the risk
evaluation, was the dispatch from CincPacFlt dated December 17,
1967. This document, as. previously indicated, simply categorized the
risk assessment as “minimal.” Nothing in the document elaborated.on
this risk evaluation nor was there any evidence that the criteria estab-

lished by the Joint Chiefs of Staff on risk evaluation was observed.
The document referred to as the “monthly vecounaissance sched-

ule” which included the U.S.S. Pueblo mission, Ichthyic I, along with
hundreds of others, was formally sent to various interested Govern-
ment agencies on Saturday, December 23, 1967. Responsible (zovern-
ment agencies and Pentagon authorities approved the monthly recon-
naissance schedule, including Ichthyic I, on Friday, December 29, 1967.

The Joint Chiefs of Staff regulations on proposed reconnaissance -

. missions place responsibility for risk evaluation for all missions in the
..monthly reconnaissance schedule on the Defense Intelligence Agency.

However, there is no provision in the regulations, to the knowledge .
of the subcommittee, that requires an affirmative statement that re-,
sponsible authorities in the Defense Intelligence Agency had fully. -
discharged their responsibility for risk evaluation on each of the sev- -

eral missions included in the monthly reconnaissance schedule. --
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. In testlfymn' before the subcommlttee, Lt. Gen J'oseph F. C.umll
Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency, commented on the. dis. -
char e of this responsibility of the Agency In l'cspect. to the: L S S T |

'ueblo mission. General Carroll said: - o

" In the case of Pucb!o the mission for January 1968 was first pmposed by CINC-
- PACFLT on December 17, 1967. Although this proposal was addressed for action

. to CENCPAC, as the next senior commander in the chain of command, it was ad-

. dressed for information to the JCS, DIA, NSA as well as.other commands and
activities ‘who would be involved in the event of mission approval. The CINC-
PACKFLT message proposing the mission deseribed the risk as minimal, equating . i
to risk Category [deleted]. s A : .

- Upon receipt of this initial message. although not yet endorsed by CINCPAC,

. the JRC, DIA and NSA began the various considerations which would be neces-
sary to process. this proposal through to approval, along with other missiens,
mostly aivborue, which had alveady been proposed for January 1963,

On 23 December, CINCPAC recommended to the JCS that approval be "l'mtc‘(l
to conduct the mission as proposed by CINCIPACKLT, CINCPAC, in his evalua-
tion, also assigned the proposed Pueblo mission a minimal risl:, equating to
Category . [deleted]. On the basis of this message, and there being no informa- ® g i
tion available to DIA at the time to alter the risk assessment assigned by the =
operational commander and the theater commander, the JRC euntered the pro-
[Eose;d n[ns%:ort into the monthly schedule as a rmk assessment of Catezory

. [aeleted] )

The complete monthly reconnaissance schedule for J\mmn 1965 was distrib-
uted on December 27, and ineluded the proposed Pucblo mission as outlined. The
fact of the pmnosed mission, its area of eperation, and its evalnated risk ecate-

- gory had been known to JRC, DIA and NS4, among others. for at least 10 days
at this peint. During all this while, as I have described, thiere were daily con-
siderations of changes in the military or politicai situation. inerensed sensitivity
and reactions to other reconnaissance missions. There was nothivg in these con- -~
sideratinns to cause us in DIA or the JRC to alter the risk .mse«amen: whiech had )
tentatively been assizned to the proposed mission. i '.'

Thereafter, the pmjected January schedule was briefed and further rmic\\ ed
by responsible DIA efficials, as I have described. During these reviews, as during
the previous 10 dars, no evidence developed to alter the tentafive risk assess-
ment. Thus, when the schedule went forward for JCS consideration on Decew- U
ber 29, the Puchlo mission was still listed as Category [deleted].

The schedule was approved by the JCS in this form, and was subscqnently ap-- i
proved by higher authority in the same form. : :

General Carroll further amplified his testlmonv before the sub-
committee by stating that he did not recall any Instance in wwhich
DIA had disagreed with a minimal risk assessment on an individnal
‘mission after the monthly reconnaissance schedule had been formally -
prepared . and circulated to the affected Government agencies. ' !
General Carroll also advised the subcommittee that minimum risk . = !
operations, that is category [deleted] missions, do not include infor- - . |
mation concerning posmble contingency plans in the document, which: i
_is cirenlated to Groverament ageneies as the “\Ionthl} Reconnais-
‘sance Schedule.” )
General Carroll went on to say th‘l[‘. “contmrrencv plans wou]d
be included in case the risk assessment was of such a le\rel asto indi-
cate that the probability of an untoward event would occu
e General Carroll was queried at length concerning the spemﬁc and
"~ detailed criteria used in risk evaluation which include five specific
anticipated reaction criteria and five anticipated sensitivity criteria.
General Carvoll stated categorically that each of these criteria were
considered in the risk evaluation process by his agency. However, he
- conceded th'l.f- he could produce no written ev1dence or supporting

3':' -0'66-—89, No. 12-—-6
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document indicating that theac criteria had becn reviewed in the case
of the Pueblo mission. .

When asked “how do you know th'tt your staft people hﬂ.ve done
this?”, General Carroll replied “because they are chal ged mth do-
ing it, bccausc they are professionals * * *7 - = . . e

WarNING MESSAGE ON THE Puenro Mission

During subcommittee hearings it was established that a message had
originated in the National Security Agency which questioned the min--
imal risk assessment assigned the U.S. S. Pueblo mission.

This message recited a history of North I{orean incidents and sug- -

ested that in view of the evident increase in hostile actions taken
y the North Koreans, it might be considered desirable to e-t‘1b115h

ship protective measures for the U.S.S. Pucblo mission. -
he message from the Director of NSA (National Security Agency)

1967 and reads as follows:

Paragraph 1. Reference states, “Risk to Pucblo is estimated to be minimal
since operitions will be conducted in international waters.” -

ment of CINCPAC's estimate of risk., [Deleted] 1, the North Korean Air Force
bas been extremely sensitive to peripheral reconnaissance flights in this area
since early 1965. (This sensitivity was emphasized on April 2§, 1963, when a
U.S. Air Force RB 47 was fired on and severely r}an.m ed 335 to 40 n:umml miles
from the Coast.)

2. The North Korean Air Force has assumed ap additional role -of naval
suppert since late 1966.

~emphasized on January 1‘} 1967, when a Ra-puhlic of IKorea Naval vessel was
sunk by coast artillery.)

4. Internationally recognized boundaries as they relate to airborne actultlea
are generally not honored by North Korea on the East Coast of Korea. But there
is no [deleted] evidence of provocative hamssmcr activities by North Imm.m
vessels. berond 12 nautical miles from the coast. .

Paragraph 3. The above is provided to aid in evaluating the requlrement for
ship protective measures and is not intended to reflect adversely on OI\CP&C-
FLT deployment proposal.

. General Carter, Director of NS\, was asked why his Agency had
sent this message "and the following colloquy developed: -

General CarTeR. Yes, sir. The first sentence said the reference states- “Risk
to Pueblo is estimated to be minimal™

Mr. Bray. Is that an opinion on the part

General CarTer. That was CINCPACFLT’s opu:uon in the message——

Mr. Bray. That is not your opmmn”

General CarTer. No, sir, that is not my opinion.

Mr. Pice. Iun fact, the whole reason for this message was that you ques-
twned that judgment, was it not?

" - sibility in assessing the risk. This is not in my charter at all. We have procedures

things.
Mr. Bray. Isn't it your duty to bring this to their at’f.entlcm9 _
General CARTER. [1 line deletion.] This was the first voyage of the Puebln. the

mission as we saw it. We knew that she was going to stay in international waters.

to the TC'S/JRC referred to CI\TCP AC message 9;0” ‘}A OE Decemhel -

Paragraph 2: The following information is forwarded to aid in your assess-

3. The North Korean Navy reacts to any Republic of Korea Navy vessel or
Republic of Korea fishing vessel near the North Korean coast line. {This was-

General Carter. It wasn't a question of judgment becat‘me I have no respon-

Smretficti _~where our analysts talk to other analysts on a day to dav bas1.s on all of these -

very first one, and it was the first voyage in which we were haunff a vessel linger .
for a long period of timé-near North Korean vaters. It therefore was a gpecial - -

We had no evidence that the North Koreans at sea had ever interfered with or =
had any intentions to interfere with a U.S. vessel outside of their acknowledged

|
I
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territorial waters. Nevertheless, our people felt that even though all of this infor-

mation was already available in intellizence community reports it would be
helpful if we summed them up and -gave. themn to the Joint Chiefs of Staft for
whatever use they mizht make of them or assistance in evaluating this particular
~mission. ' _ e T ;

This message was sent on the 29th of December 1967 to the Joint.
Chiefs of Staff and had a date/time group 292228Z December 1967.
Despite the fact that the message was received by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on Friday the 29th of December 1967, it was not acted upon until
Tuesday, January 2, 1968, at which time it was simply retransmitted
by the Joint Reconnaissance Center of the Joint Chiefs of Statl to
Commander in Chief Pacific with an information copy-to the Chief
of Naval Operations. No action other than retransmittal of the mes-
sage was taken by the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The retrans-

mittal action was a decision made by the officer in charge of the Joint .

Reconnaissance Center. e : .
 The subcommittee was also advised that this NSA warning message
was never acted upon by CINCPAC since his staff personnel did not
consider the message to contain any new information which would
have resulted in a change in the risk evaluation of the Pueblo mission.
(The CINCPAC retransmittal message was received by CINCPAC
- at 20267, January 2, 1968.) TR
Subsequently, on the 29th of January 1968, after the Puedlo incident,
the Joint Chiefs of Staft directed an inquiry to CINCPAC to ascertain
what action had been taken on the warning message sent to CINCPAC
on January 2,1968. CINCPAC replied, in part “information contained
in reference B, was known and considered in the preparation of plans
for the proposed operation submitted to the JCS by reference D aund
approved by reference I.” CINCPAC then advised that the message
“was reviewed at staff level and it was considered to contain no new
information pertaining to the North Koreans® attitude. Accordingly,
no further action was deemed necessary.”
Admiral Sharp, Commander in Chief Pacific, in testifving before

the subcommittee on this matter, emphasized that the NSA warning”

message was addressed to Conmander in Chief Pacific for information

and not for action. He considered this a very important distinction and
went on to say: _ - o 8

. Now, when a message comes for action it has to go through a procedure. and

we have a tickler system set up, and all that sort of business, so you know it is

. going to go up high enough to get to someone who has the authority to make a

decision, and so I would say that if this message had been addressed for action,

it probably would have come up to my Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence,

at least I just want to make that point, it is an important one,
The subcommittee also discovered that the information copy of the
. NSA warning message addressed to the Chief of Naval Operations

- by the Joint Chiefs of Staff never reached its destination. Appareatly,.
_ the message waslost in transmission in the Pentagon. .

B

“Brig. "Gen. Ralph Steakley, Director of the Joint Reconnaissance

Center, provided no explanation to the subcommittee as to why a
-warning message of this kind should not have been addressed and
retransmitted to the Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency since
that Agency was primarily responsible for the risk evaluation on recon-
naissance missions. It later developed that the Special Communications
Center in the Pentagon, at its own initiative, elected to make an addi-
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tional administrative distribution of an information copy of the NSA

message to DIA. Thus, a copy of the warning message sent by NSA to.

the Joint Chiefs of Staff was also received ‘bf' the Defense Intelligence
Agency. However, again, no one apparently took any action on the

message. General Carroll was asked the question “Can you explain swhy

in view of the close working relationship of your staff and the

JRC * #* * can you tell us ley this message had not been called to

the attention of your staff since you had the prime responsibility for
risk?” General Carroll replied *No sir, I cannot.” When further
queried as to whether the Agency had “made any effort to determine
why this had not been done,” General Carroll replied “I think one

would have to take into consideration when it cccurred.. As to why—-

the fact that it transpired at night over a holicay is about all I can
think of. The other feature of it, of course, is that it has been con-
strued in some quarters as being a message fundamentally of opera-
tional significance since it pertained to an operation and talked in
terins of additional protection which might be provided to the com-
mander responsible for operational missions.”” i

The handling of the NSA warning message by the Joint Recon-

naissance Center, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Office of *he Defonce
Intelligence Agency, the Office of the Commander in Chief Pacifiz,
and the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations is hardly reassuring.
At Dest, it suggests an unfortunate coincidence of omission; at worst,
it suggests the highest erder of incompetence. '

The incredible handling of the NS A warning message on the Pueblo
mission is hardly looked upon with pride by responsible anthorities in
the Pentagon. It obviously is 2 proper source of censiderable embar-
rassment. However, the subeommittee 1s as much concerned with the
demonstrated lack of candor of witnesses on this subject as it is with
the actual incident itself. .

Pentagon representatives who testified or briefed congressional com-
mittees immediately after the Pweblo incident and up until March 4,
1969, never hinted that snch a message ever existed. As a matter of

. fact, there appeared to be a deliberate effort to bury and obfuscate

the fact by discussion solely of “warnings™ allegedly issued by the
North Korean Government. . ' ' )

The subconmmittee inquiry was specifically designed to uncover areas
in Pentagon policy and procedure that require corrective action. It is
the opinion of the subcommittee that Pentacon authorities have done
very little to assist in attaining this objective. Responses from the
Pentagon on this matter and others raised by the subcommittee have
sometimes been less than forthright. Responses to subcommittee ques-
tions which are “technically” correct but constitute “half truths” arc

_hardly calculated to engender confidence in the professed desire of

the Pentagon to correct any shortcomings in established policy or

procedure.

~In summary, despite testimony in the recoerd that both DIA and

CNFJ carefully considered and -observed some “criteria” in evaluat- -

ing the risk factor on the Puedlo mission, the subcommittee seriously
doubts that anyone, at any level, of responsibility made more than a

token effort to carefully scrutinize the potential hazards involved in

the first mission scheduled for the U.S.S. Pueblo—Ichthyic I.
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Tue Puerro Operatiox—IcuTtiyic T

The U.S.S. Pueblo, on January 5,1968, reported to Commander Task
Force 96 that in compliance with official orders, she was departing
Yokosuka for Sasebo, Japan. The U.S.S. Pueblo arrived at Sasebo
on January 8, 1968. While in Sasebo, the Pueblo off loaded some of 1its

ublications which were in excess of her hazardous duty allowance.
Notwithstanding this fact, on her subsequent departure from Sasebo,
the U.S.S. Pueblo had numerous classified publications which it did
not require, and which were not on her allowance list. ]

The U.S.S. Pueblo departed Sasebo at 0600 (local time) on January
11,1968, and proceeded in a general northerly direction remaining close
to the shores of the Japanese islands of Kyushu for Honshu to aveid
detection by Soviet surveillance units known to be operating in the

Tsushima Straits. The ship coutinued on a northerly course, passed

close to the island of Ullung Do and arrived off the Korean coast at

approximately 42 degrees N. latitude.

She worked her way south until the 22d of January when she lay

off Wonsan. The mission was considered rather dull and unproductive
up until that time, but activity increased on the 22d of January and
later it was considered that the ship had been detected by two fishing
trawlers who circled her when she was some 18-20 miles from the

nearest land. The Pueblo was ostensibly conducting oceanographic ac- -

tivities in the area when detected.

At this point it is important to note that the Pueblo mission was
off the North Kovean coast and consequently it was necessary to pro-
vide a North Korean capability to its security group detachment.
North Korean linguists were provided from Naval Security Group

Activity, RKamiseya, Japan, although their capabilities later proved -

to be minimal.

The primary mission of the sccurity group detachment in the Pueblo
was support of the commanding officer with secondary responsibility
for collection of SIGINT, as required. -

The security group detachment was never formally inspected and
it appears that its state of readiness was assumed because of the tech-
nical qualifications of the personnel who were assigned. The officer in
charge was, however, aware that the linguists were not qualified prior

to the date of the seizure of the Pueblo, but he failed to inform the

commanding officer. This deficiency of the linguists may have con-
tributed materially to the critical situation, in that the commanding
officer might have had earlier warning of the North Xorean inten-
tions had the linguists been capable of obtaining and passing the
information to him. -

Puesro INcmexT—JaNUARY 23, 1968

“In ‘order to minimize confusion regarding the time of particular
occurrences, all times in this section will be given in Greenwich
(ZULU) time as well as local Korean time. Key locations are in sev-
eral different time zones. Pueblo and COMNAVFORJAPAN are

" both in the minus nine (INDIA) timeé zone. CINCPAC and CINC
PACFLT are both in the plus 10 (WHISKEY) time zone. Washing-
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- ton, D.C, is in the plus ﬁve (RO\IFO) time zone. The follownw
table, keyed to-certain critical incidents on the 23d of J wnuary 1968, _

wﬂl aid the reader in quickly convert.mrr times:

. {Korea) (Hawaii) (Was?!inalo-n,
e D.C.)

India Whiskey L) -
) X Pueblo = CINCPAC * ' Romea
. i . ., (Greenwich) CNFi CPF Pentagon

Incident Zulu - -9 +10 +5
< established. .me e vecececmcnna- 230030 230930 221430 221930
Pueblo SITREP 2 transmitted. ....... 230200 231100 221600 222100
SC-35 sighted_ ____..__..... ™ 230250 231150 . 221850 222150
Pueblo hoists ensign....__.. 230314 . . 231214 221714 - 222214
$C-35 signals ""Heave to or | “will fire’ 230327 - 2312210 - 221727 22227
OPREP-3;001 transmitted, Pinnacle Mo, 1 230350 231250 221750 . 222250
First boarding attempt, Pmnacle No. 2.2, 230415 -+, 231315 221815 - 222315
SC-35 fires first time. .. ee e csenmn e 230427 <k oaasr 222327
SC-35 fires sacond time. _ e 230500 . . - 231400 221900 . 230000
Pueblo boarded. . - B 230532 231432 . 221932 230032
Pueblo crosses 12-mile limit.._ .- T1070 230630 231530 ¢ 222030 230130

Pueblo abeam Ung Do Island (3-mile fimit)....... - 230745 231645 22145 230245 -
Sunsetin Wonsan. ... e 230837 231737 2231 230337
Pueblo moored abpier. . e cececeecennnaa 231130 232030 230130 230636

. 'tl‘mnacle 1. North Korean patrol craft signals, “Heave toor | will open fi f re on you.” Pueblo replies “l.amin international
waters :

_ 3 Pinnacle 2, North Kareans sag ""Follow my wake, | have pilotaboard,” 2 Migs sighted clrcllng Morth Korean boat back-.
ing down toward Pueblo bow wil B

fender rigged and armed boarding party on bow -
Puepro INCIDENT—23 JaxUARY 1968—NARRATIVE

At 2203257, a little after noon local IXorean time, Pueblo sighted

two North Korean national fishing boats, They circled the Pucblo at
close range at 220600Z while she was at position 39-1+.8N/128-07.0E. -

At 2207 00/ the two North Korean units departed the area. s a result

of this encounter, the commanding officer of the Pucblo decided that -

he had been cletccted, and wrote his first SITREP (U.S.S. Pueblo
message DTG 2209157 January 1968) and 01deled electronic silence
broken in order to send the mess age.

The Pueblo began attempts to Ebt'lbll.‘ah circuit 21 with Kamiseya ‘1t-

about 220800Z (1100 local time).

‘During the night of January 22-23, 1968, the Pueblo moved f‘uthel‘-_

to sea toavoid dmftlnw into North Korean claimed territorial waters.
At 2293307 the Pueblo was near 39-12N /128-21.4L. The commanding
officer of the Pueblo reported 18 separate contacts and the sighting of
one large orange flare during the night (for which the positions were

not giv en) The Pueblo then moved 1 rapidly toward Wonsau in order |
tobe in position for SIGINT and visual intelligence collection.

Point-to-point covered communications via circuit 21 were finally

. established between the Pueblo and Kamiseya at about 230030Z Janu-
ary 1968 (0930 local Korean time). They reportedly functioned well

from that time until the Pueblo debtrox ed her commumcatxons
equipment.
At 230100Z (1000 I\ore‘m time Jo 'mu'try -"3) the Pueblo was dead

TInthe water at position 39-24.N "'1"’:-09 ap] ronmatel} 13.5 miles )

from the island of Ung Do.

The following chronology p:cim up with the Pueblo’s transmission
of SITREP 1 at 231100 Korean time. Korean local time' is used
throughout except date-time groups are given in G\IT(Z) and Xo-
rean local time




At M S ey

Karean : eo. . -
local time 3

. 23JAN 5 .
53 68) Transmissions Actions taken

1100 Pueblo completed transmissian of SITREP 1 (DTG 2209152). This CNF (CTF S6) Watch officer intelli-
report was addressed to AIG 7622, gence read/filed on interest board.
1135 Pusblo completed transmission of Intel/Tech Rpt 21 (DTG 2208202/ Routine patrol; no action required.
221720 Korean). Precedence was Rouline and message was
addressed to fifte=a activilies. i
1140 Pueblo compleled servica messaze (3 request for missing GOPI Routine action taken to rebroadcast
broadcast numbers) (OTG 2211252/222026 Korean). missing numbers raquested.
1150 Puzblo campleted transmission of SITREP 2 (DTG 230150Z/231050 CNFJ (CTF-95) watch officers in
Korean), This report had Priority pracedence and was addressad Intelligence read/filed on interest
for aclion to CTF-35 and to tha following for information): board.
Commanding General, 5th Air Force; Commander in Chief
Pacific; Commander in Chief Pacific Air Force; Commander
= in Chiel US. Pacific Flzet; Cnief of Maval Operalions;
Commander Fleet Air Wing.5; Commander Service Force,
U.S. Pacific Fleet; Commander 7th Fleet; Director Naval
Securily Group; Fleet Air Raconnzissance Squadron |;
Headquarters National Security Agency Pacific; Jaint Chiefs
of Staff; Naval Field Operations Ihtelligence Office; Naval
Security Group Aclivity (Kamiseya); Oceanographar of the

Navy.
1200 Pueblo opzrator stated he had another massage being prepared for
transmission and that there was *'Company outside.” .
1210 Puebla transmitted INTEL/TECH REPT number 2 (DTG 230206Z/ Routine patrol; no action required as

231106 Korean). For perind 2200012-2228002. Precadence was  indicated.
m:"'“'l?! and messaga was addressed to several (15) intelligence
activities.
1210-1244  Exchange of transmissions between Pugblo and Kamiseya operators
regardinF garbled or misunderstood portions of 4 messages sent
by Pueblo; reruns of parts of messag2s, checks of rauting indi-
lors assignad etc. At approximately 1230, Pueblo aperator
advised, “"Dan’t want to go dowa yet. We still got company out-
h side. Will advise ASAP.”
1244 Puszbla aperatar advisad, '"We are finished for now but got company
outside and more coming 50 will have te ke2p this up for a while.
Will advise ASAP." s o
1245-1249 Exchanga of lransmissians between operators, primarily personnel
chalter, such as; se3 duty is rough, be Elaa to gat back, see you
X about 7 Feb, ete. Al end of period, Pueblo operator sent, “'l am
trying to find out what the 0IC wants (garble) now but everyone
is topside worrying (garble) have right now will advisa ASAP."
This was followed shortly by, ““Change your taoe and got a flash
coming for you now. Am getling it ready now. Standby for flash.”
1250-1254 Pueblo transmitled OPREP 3/Pinnacie | message (DTG 2303327/
231252 Korean) twice and Kamiseya receipted at 1253, Kamiseya
advised, “Flash gone”, indicating message was being relayed. y
1255-1315 Pueblo operator advised, 'Got some more coming soon so will have  Pinnacle 1 was received by CNF) at
to stay up. Advise when we get ready for you.” Kamiseya ac- 1313 and hand delivered to Chief of
knowledged this and requested a rerun of 3 line from 2 previous Staff by intelligance watch officer,
message. Pueblo complied. Kamiseya acknowledged and sent,
“’Do you have any more traffic? How il feel to be threatened?”
Puebio response was, “Got same mare coming in a-minute but
don’thave it in comm yel. Will pass it as soon as | get. I11s worse -
out here now, got more company and not doing so good wilh
them so will have ta keep this circuit up, will advisa ASAP and
pleasa stay with me on circuit."”
1315-1317 Kamiseya acknowledged the above and sent, “'Know what you
mean about that company and will stay down so you can come to
me. How to put on test on your mext start until you get your
traffic so we can keep fraq fairly clear?"" Pueblo complied and
. - ran a test tape for about a minuta, :
1318-1321 Pueblo transmilted OPREP 3/Pinnacle 2 message (DTG 2304152/ Kamiseya relayed message to CNFJ,
* 231315 Korean) once and Kamiseya receipted, Pueblo volun- who received at 1322. Intelligence
tarily retransmitted the message. watch officer hand delivered to Chial
of Staff who ordered, "‘Relay info to
| ' 5th AF and push the buttan far con-
! tingency action,”
i 1322-1325 Na transmission between Pueblo and Kamiseya other than repeals

: of Pinnacle 2.
1326-1327 Pucblo sent, “*And they plan to open fire on us now, they plan to Kamiseya received at 1328 and relayed
open fire on us now, they plan to open fire on us now." to CNFJ who received at 1329, Based

onthis and Pinnacle 2, CNFJ prepared
to send a special procedure message.

1328 Pueblo again commenced sending Pinnacle 2 but interrupted to Kamiseya was ncw relaying all Pueblo
send, ““North Karean War vessels plan to open fire, ship posit  transmissions in near real time to
39-25.5N, 127-54.9E, ship posit 39-25.5N, 127-54.9€." Kamiseya ~ CNF) via secure telelype circuit, At
acknowledged this and asked, ""How many flash have you sent 1330 CNF) initiated st phone call
us?"' Kamiseya continued to acknowledge receipt of Pueblo  (secure) to 5th AF HQ for assistance.
positinfo, and invited Pueblo to transmit ;

TR
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a:ﬁnns!akan'

1330

1331-1337

1331-1337

1338-1344

1345-

1405

1407

1410

1411

1812

1113
1314

'1415

l#l?
1418

1419

Pueblo transmitted, *“We are being boarded,"" 5 times tollowed by

2 repeats of previous Shlp s position, and 2 repeals of ""We are -

being baarded.’” "'SOS’" was thea sent 13 times, followed b ?
transmissions of a revised ship's position, *'39-34N, 127-54E,
" 18 more SOS's and the new position once more. Kar-nseya ac-
knowledged receipt of all these Erausmissrcns and invited
Pueblo to continue sending,

Puebla resumad transmitting a few minutes later with, “We are

holding emergency dastruction. We need help. We are holding .

emergency destruction. We need support. SOS SOS SOS. Please
send assisfance (sent 4 times) S03 SO S S0S. We are baing
. boarded. Holding emergency .destruction.’” Kamiseya acknowl-
edged and agam invited Pusblo to continue sending.

Atabaut 1337, Pusblo advised, '"We are layina to at present position.
As of yel we no longer have GOPI (WESTPAC OPINTEL broad-
cast). This circuit only circuit active on MIP. Pl2ase send assist-
ance. We are being toarded.

Kamiseya responded to last Puablo transmission, 'QSL (roger)
your last and passing all info."” No other transmissions this Derlod
excepl a call by Kamiseya for Pusblo to transmit.

At 1345 Pueblo advised, "*We are being escorted into prob Wonson
repeat ‘Hunson We are being escorted into prob V/onson repeat
Waonson.”’ Kamiseya acknowledged this transmission and the
following exchange took place for the remainder of the period:

Pueblo, **Are you sending assistance?"” (4 times).._......_...
Kamiseya, “'Word has gone to all authorities. Word has gone
to all authorities.”

“COMNAVFORJAPAN is requesting assit. What key list do ';uu
have feft? CEI..MMFORJAPAN is requestmg assit. What
key list do you have left?’

Last we got from you was "Are you sending assit?"’ Pleasa
advise what key list you have feft and if it appears that
your comm spaces will be entered?””

Pueblo (Message dictated by and sentin presence of Cdr. Bucher)—

m 1335 CNFJItransmitted a spec.aI pro-
cedure message based on contents of

" Pinnacle 2 and “halter”  from
Puebla. -

Kamiseya readdressed Pmnacle 2235 a
special procedure message at 1338,
At 1340 Kamiseya readdressed Pin-
nacle 1 as a special prcceuura mes-

L At 13*15 CNF) initiated a 2d special
procedurs messaze based on
Pueblo chatter about boarding.

2. Subsequently, a total of 15 “Tollw- )

ups'' spacial procedura wers,
~originated by CNFJ and Kami-
© seya, based on “chatter”’ from
Pueblo.

3. Throughout the period CNF] made |
several tefephone calls to Com-
mander, 5th AF with respect to
AF assistance. At 1350 5th AF HQ
advised ro aircraft on afert,

“Have 0 keylist and this gnly ong have, have been requested ta .

follow into Wansen, have 3 wounded and 1 man with leg blown
off, have not used any weapens nor uncovered 50 cal. mac.
Destroying all keylists and as much elec equipt as possible. How
about some help, these guys ma2an business. Have sustained
small wound in rectum, do not intend to offer any resistance,
Interrogative QSL, interrogative QSL. Do not kaow how lang will
be abie to hald up circuit and do not know if comm spaces will
be entered.”

Kamiseya, “'Roger, roger. We dmng all we can. Capt here and
CHF) on hotline. Last | got was Air Force going help you with
some aircraft but can’t really say as CHFJ coordinating with
1 presume Korea for some F-103, This unofiicial but § think that
what will happen."

Pueblo, “'Roger your last. Roger your last.” (Alter sighting the
reﬂ!y Cdr. Bucher left the crypto spaca.)

Kam:seya sent, “'Still read you QRK fiver fiver. Go ahead keep KW-7 -

on the air !ong as you can. We staying right with you."’
Puebla sent, **Roger, rozer, will kezp this up unlitlast minute will
stay up until the last minute and sure could use some helo now. "

Kamisaya sent, “'Rogar, roger. We still with you and doing all we

can. Everyone really turning to and figure by now Air Force got
soma birds winging your way."*

Pueblo sent, "Ruger. roger, sure hope' so. We 'arek'ty busy \m!h
dastructian rieht now, Can't see for the smoke

Kamiseya sent, "'Roger, roger, wish | could h»Ip more, All info
you pass being sent to area commander and they in tura co-
ordinating for wkatever action got to be taken. Sure process
already being initiated for some immediate relisf. COM-
SE\I‘E"JTHFLT CNFJ and NSA group PAC all got info rlzht

- gway."
Fueum- seni, “Roger your last and sure hope someone does some-""

thing. We are helpless atthis time. Cannat do anything but wait,"
Kamisaya sent, ““Who | got that end of cirepit? What status of
classified ma't-\na! left to destroy?'"

Pueblo sant, “We have the KW-T and some cards in the 37 and 14
{crypto eumpments KWR-37 and KG-14) o smash. | think -

lhat;ustahnutlt 2

At 1412, Kamrse;a commanced pass~
ing chatter to COMPTHFLY via R
?ﬂ';*iaue relay at NAVCOMMSTA

il

Kamiseya sent, 'Right. Cantinue to hang to-P&Ibutton. We be right -

there, Your slgnal mighty good and hope stays that way. You
got any further info that mizht help evaluate situation?"” Pueblo

sent, "'Roger. Your last, Will stay with as!ewas can, Will put :

(g,arhle) on and leave them until | need you™
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68) Transmissions Actions taken
1420 Kamiseya sent, “CNFJ advisad Sth Air Force alerted repeat CNFJ -At I4Zl2i| CMFJ notified CINCPACFLT
advised 5th Air Force alarted.” of incident by secure phone.

1421-1427 Pueblo made transmission that was completely garbled and un- . ’

readable, Kemiseya made several requests for a repeat.

1428 Kamiseya sent twice, “‘If operations permit, can you provide
current sitrep lm:h.drng intentions norcoms if possible, damage .
and miunes sustained,”

1430 Pueblo sent, “Roger and destruction of pubs have been ineffective.

' Suspact several will be compromised.’”” Kamiseya sent twice,
*'Can you give me a list of what you havan't destroyed?'"
1432 Pueblo sent, “'Have bean directad to come to all stop and being
. hoarded at this time, Being boardad at this time.”” Kamiseya
sent, “‘Roger your last. 1t on way to CNFJ." Pughlo seat, "4 men
|n|ured and 1 critically and going off the air now and destroying
this gear.”” (last transmission) Famlsey:l sent, Roger go ahead.
Can you transmit in the clear?’’. Kamiseya repealed calls for.
Puebio to transmit in the clear for sevaral hours, ’

The foregoing communication traffic from the Pueblo, among other

assively and comply with the bearding orders of the Nouth Korean
orces. Therefore, the failure of Commander Naval Forces Japan and
higher naval *\uthout) to officially respond to these communications
and direct the Pueblo to tale more aggressive and positive action con-
stitutes, in the view of the subcomnuttee, a tacit endorsement and ap-

Puebdlo.
Locatioy or U.S.S. Pm:m,o

Questlons had been raised concerning the possibility that the U.S.S.
Pueblo may have accidentally or otherise intruded into the 12-mile
territorial waters claimed by the North Iorean Government. The sub-
committee has examined every facet of this possibility and has unani-

. mously concluded that at no time during its mission did the U.3.S.
Pueblo ever penetrate North Korean territorial waters.
~ The subcomumittee was particularly concerned with the mov ements
and location of the U.S.S. Puedlo throughout the 23d of January 1968.
Data pinpointing the precise location of the U.S.8. Puedlo on the 23d
of January as w ell as the location and movement of the North Korean
vessels involved had been provided the subcommittee.

The data, obtained from classified sources, does eliminate any pos-
sible doubt conccmlno‘ this question.

Set out below is a series of geographical coordinates which ldenmf\
the precise location of the Pueblo and also her North I\orem captors
at various times on Janmry 23,1968 . . .

things, clearly reflects the intention of the commanding officer to react _

proval b} Commander Naval Forces T'lpan of the actions t.\l\en by the
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Time - Vessel Position < Comment - :
2302457 SC-35.oioeemieeoneeenaeens 39-24Nf127-58E .. .oeeeooeeee i
2311456 = - '
2302502 PueBlticsrmsammsasnnniss 33-28N/12F BIE.cccascsnonnnnans
231150K
2303002 8035 e iciiicceniananaaanaa 39-25M/i27-58E oo e
231200K il
2303102 L Ly ., 39-26M/127-33E. . s mnnananans Circled Pueh!o and at 23031217 - il
231210K . signalled ““Yihat nationality?’” i
2303272 SC-33___...._____..__.....__,. cvaccsmmceasmssesasnameeeanaaa 9igNAs “"Heave to or | will fire," :
231227K q
2303292 - Pusbloi.oconmes bamsasianans Pasition checked by radar—15.8 =~ Signals “'l am in inlernational ;
231229K - . miles from Ung Do Island, by walers,” i
. . both exscutive officer and’ com-- i
manding officer. . H
%3%33% PI-808 o cmsmnesopasmmrem S0l B2 80E ercummamynnes 3 PT’s circle Pusbla. fi
2304502 SC-35. e eeeeean——— 39-29N/128-08E. ... e an Pueblo following SC-35 w:lh :
231330K = . MTE's escorting.
2305252 . PT-604. oeenniiinecieaane 39-19M/127-58E......... s
231425K L .o . .
2305322 BN s oot e e .-. Boarded by Morth Koreans. |
231432K . : : :
2305402 PT-604__.... RSN, N 39-24N/127~56E e nee e i
231440K i
2305402 SC30. convnesisnranaasanEaas 39-24M/128-01E. .. ccoaeemeaiaan :
231440K : ; |
2305502 Pueblo and her Morth Kerean 39-24MN/127-59E . . i eaa. |
231450K escorls., . i

CoMMUNICATIONS

The U.S.S. Pueblo had a modern set of communications equipment.
The ship was capable of sending and receiving on-a voice cireuit;
sending and receiving on a teletype cireuit: and copying .a covered
broadeast, channel simultaneously. In addition, she could elect to ;
transmit and receive by manual z\I{)I‘aC, or by uncovered teletype in
lieu of the covered telety pe circuit.

The difficulties e\peucnced in commmnc:zt:onc; from. the Pueblo
stem from several factors: ’ i

The size of the U.S.S. Pueblo limited the tmnmuttnlrr power av ml- :
able and made antenna placement and configuration a er mca.l problem.
In addition, the sensitivity of the signal intelligence collection equip-

_ ment to interference from transmitters necessitated limiting the use
of transmitters. Also, propagation angmalies, i.e., atmospheric condi-- = |
tions in the Sea of ]'1pan in relation to the Naval Communications -'
Station Japan sometimes made it difficult to establish frequencies
suitable to both stations.

This latter problem was not unique to the U.S.S. Pueblo but one
experienced by other naval vessels operating. in the area,

The U.S.S. Pueblo normally operated under complete electronic si-
lence, breaking this emission control condition for communications
when detected and other certain emergency situations as directed in
its operational order 301-68 from Commander Task Force 96. How-
ever, despite its observance of electronic silence, it nonetheless moni-
tored varmus ﬂeet broadcact:. 'mcl other me‘mb of communlmtlon‘:
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Although thc U.S. S PucbZo had considerable dtfﬁculh in estflbh:,h- '

ing pomt. to point covered communications with the Naval Security
Group Activity in Kamiseya on January 22-23, 1968 (a delay of
approximately 14 hours w as experienced), once (:ommumcatlons were
finally established on the 23d and prior to the first sighting of the
North Iforean units, this communication line reportedly wor ked satis-
factorily throughout the incident uniil the Pueblo was forced to de-
stroy her commummtlon equipment.

Kamiseya was also in continuous communications with Commander,

Naval Forces Japan, throughout the incident. _.
Despite the fact that comunications from the U.S.S. Pueblo ap-

peared to work well during the period of the mcldent messages that
were sent by the U.S.S. Pueblo or retransmitted by Kamiseya experi-
enced unacceptably long delays in both transmission and dehvel 'y to
responsible addressees.
Set out below in tabular formis a t‘lble which ende'u ors to 1dent1f§
15 messages relating to the Pueblo incident which were either origi-
nated by The Pueblo or transmitted from Kamiseya. A review of the
columns on the right hand side of the table will identify the time lag
from transmission of these messages unt:l actual deliv ery to the re—
sponsible addressecs :




i
K

MESSAGES FROM PUEBLO AND OTHERS AND TIMELAG UNTIL RECEIPT

Mamgu direct from Pueblo or

from retransmitter - B Message in brie! CINCPAC CINCPACFLT . NMCC (Pentagon)
v (OFFICIAL MESSAGES)
1. 22/06007 * R Pueblo position (Jan 22 in Korea, Jan 21 in Wash.) and reported *
Korea—3 pm ,' sighting of two apparent l|sh|ug boats. Both ships approachea,
Hawaii —8 pm N PUELELO DIW, Both closed lu 30 yards and departed.
Wash, DC—1 am » :
. 2. 22410002 ! Pueblo no fonger under surveillance. - i
3, 23)03522 . S0-B class NK patro! craft signals *‘Heave-to or 1 will onen fire Pinnacle No. 1 time of trans,
(8:52 pm EST) s on you." P_I.ItblLO replied ‘I am in imernational waters," 2303502 - .
K—12:5 4 . :
H—5:52 pm PD** | 2H 10 min 1H 40 min 2H 34 min
W—10:52 pm . ; =4 % o . I
4, 23/04152 ¥ NK says "Follow my wake, ! have pilol aboard." 2 MIGS sighted Pinnacle No. 2 time of trans.
K~—13;1 | circling NK boat bal.kmg toward Pueblo buw with fender ngged 2304182 -
{l” 'illsl I;,IDPD and armed landing parly on bow, 14 53 min " 1H 7 min 1H 39 min-
ST CRITIC MESSAGES*+*
5. 23/04362 o From COMNAVFOR Sapan, Yokosuka.
K—1:36 pm Pueblo now surrounded and NK patrol boats plan to open fire. i - . .
H—6:36 pin PD : 19 mins alter refransmission. 1M 33 mins after retrans, 10 min after retrans, -
W—i1:3 pm PD ! . . . .
6. Time of relay garbled. FmNm Kamiseya Japan. Message was retransmitlal of message
o .
7. 23/04452 From COMNAVFOR Japan. “We are being boarded by NK per- 1H 3 mins ".1H 20 mins 55 mins
(11:45 gm EST) |" sonnel al 23/04452 (222345 EST). OTG 2 304462 X .
K—1:4 '
:H- EHSp:n PD & W .
11:45 pm PD : : > o .
2304532 [ Ret itlal by K Japan of ge No. 5
{11:54 pm EST) . . . . el o
9, 23/4542 . Retransmilted by Kamiseya Japan. “'We are Leing boarded, SOS, 11H 40 mins after retrans 6H 27 mins after retrans, 6H 6 mins after retrans,
(11:54 pm EST) I S0S. Ship holding emergency destruction. Request help.” : L
10, 2304522 £ - Retr itted Trom Kamyi: Japan. We are now being escorted 1H 11 mins alter retrans 1H 28 mins after retrans 1H 9 mins after retrans
(“ii fz glil ES'IJ into prob Wonsan." ¢ '
—1:52 pm

H—G6:52 pm PD&W—
11:52 pm PD

991




K—2:03 pm
H—7:03
W-—12:0; arn

<1ﬁ'§¥m EST)

12, 23/05102

13. 23/07362 '
(2:36 am EST)
K--4:36 pm
H-—-9:36 pm
W—2:26 am

14, 23/05142
(12:34 am EST)

15, 23/05452
(12:45 am EST)

{

Retransmitted by Kamiseya Japan, “Have been requested to follow 49 mins alter retrans

Into Wonsen. Have 3 wounded and | man with leg blown off. Have
nol used any weapons nor uncovered 50 Cal MG, Destroying all
Keylists and as much of eleclronic equipment as possible. How
about soine help? These guys mean business. Havc sustained
:mall)wound Da not intend to ofter any resistance.”” (There is
mor

Retransmittal from COMNAVFOR Japan of message No, 11,

Retransmillal by DINSA, “*US PUEBLO al 2305252 reporled as
destroyed almost everything and am keeping circuit open with
Kamiseya as fong as possible. Haye been directed to come to
all stop at 2305322, Jestiuction incomplete. Several publica-
lions will be compromised.”

Relayed by Kamiseya, Japan. “Following message received from
PUEBLO. 4 men injured and one critically going olf the air now
(time 2305327), Destroy this gear,""

Retransmitled by COMNAVFOR Japan 1L was a retransmission hy
COMNAVFOR Japan and was a retransmillal of message No.

3H 13 mins after retrans -

36 mins aller relrans

IH 5 mins alter retrans

_ 47 mins alter retrans -’

50 mins alter retrans -

- 26 mins alter ratrans

.~ 45 mins afler retrans

2H 6 mins alter retra

ns

'120 clock noon In Washington, DC is 7 am in Hawaii, 2 am in Korea, and 5 pm Zulu (Greenwich).

date in

”P[evluus day,

is one day prioy lo that in Kaorea,

***Crilic and subsequent messages based on “chatler’” between npnratnr on Pueblo and shore
station as well as previous official messages from Pueblo,

991
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CodauNIcATIONS—PINNACL ES I axp IT

The first significantly hostile action taken b\ the \01th Korea.

vessels harvassing the U.S.S. Pueblo occurred at approximately 27

minutes after noon Korean time, January 23, 1968. At that time the
North Korean patrol Cldft signaled the U.S. S. Pucblo “IHeave to or I
will open fire on you.” The U.S.S. Pueblo replied “I am in interna-

tional waters.” The commanding officer of the Pueblo then dispatched -

a message, 2303527 J.uumrf 196o, identified on the previous table as

“Pimmcle I,” advising of the harassment- bv the North Ixmean sub-

chaser.
The purpose of the designator "Pmlmcle is to IdEntlf) a dmpatch

as containing subject matter which is of special interest to the Joint

Chiefs of ‘Etaﬂ the National Military Command Center, and the White
House. A message transmission pnom} designator 1s assigned sepa-

rately by the OIJlen"ltOI' in -this instance . ml‘rmlh ‘the couunancluur'

ofticer of the Pueb?o fmd later by the retransmittine agency.

Both Piunacle I and Pinnacle IT were sent to various addressees as

“Critic” messages. Identifying a message as'a “Critic” message pro-
vides it with specm] and more spet,d} handling in the communications
system. However, it is interesting to note that Commaunder Bucher, the
commanding officer of the U.S.S. Pueblo, was ﬂppnentl unfamiliar
with this ultra speedy type of communications. This is ev 1c{enced by the
following colloquy before the Naval Court of Inquiry: '

Q. (C) Now in open session, you indicated tbat Lieutenant Schumacher took
your Pinnacl? One and raized it from Flash to Critic? 3

A, (C) Yes sir.

Q. (C) Commander, what is ‘rour understanding of a Critic me:swp"

A, (C) Well =ir, until this particular day, I had not been familiar with the
term ‘Critie. All I was familiar with was the highest priority, Flash, Lieutenant

Harris, at sowme point came to the bridge together with Lieutenant Schumacher

and explained to me that they recommended that the precedence Critie be assizned
to the message in order that it would get the highest possible prinrity. I -agreed
with their recomwendation, and allowed this precedence to be assigued. This was
my first experience with it, in fact, I had never heard of Critic before that
moment.

Q. (C) Well then, was it your unclent.mrhng at that tlme. th-lt your Pmn.tcle_

One went as a Critic message?

A. (C) I don't remember Captain, if it was Cntu:: One or Critic Tw o. but one or
. both of them went as Critie.

Set outt: below is a detailed table reflecting the cammumcahon hau- _

dlingof Pinnacle I.
[Table deleted (20 lines).] L s, :
Shortly after Pinmacle I had been seut bv the 'US S Pueblo, the

North Koreans directed the Preblo to “Follow my wake I have pilot -

aboard.” At the same time two Migs were blo'hted circling overhead
and the North Korean boat was b'lckmtr down toward the Pueblo bos

with fenders rigged and an armed Lmdmn- party on the bow. The =
“commanding officer then originated Pm’ba’o tessage 2304157, It is .~

this message which is identified as “Pinnacle II” and is considered by
the U.S. \a.vy as the so-called trigger mrssage. This message provided
conclusive evidence that the situation noted in Puedlo messuge '230%"&
(Pinnacle I) was obviously more than harassment. :

Set out below is a table detailing the cnmmummtmn handhnn- of

- Pueblo message 230415Z (Pinnacle IT) :

[Table deleted (32 lines).]

T e
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COMMUNICATIONS—DELAYS 1N RECEIPT OF PINNACLES T axo IT

" The precedlnfr tables reflect the excessive delays w hich occurred in
the handling of the vital messages from the L.S b Ptceblo 1deut1ﬂed
as Pinnacle T and Pinnacle IT. :

In the case of Pinnacle I, the initial deln} occurled in I\amhe}"\
in readdressing and retransmitting the Pueblo message as a “Critic”
message. This Tetransmission te:»uiterl in a delay of appm\lm.lte]y 50
minutes. The subsequent delay in the transmission of Pinnacle I was
then compounded as is evidenced by the table set out belo“ - .

* Pix~acue. I#(").,Oua"?)

Transmissmu time:
From Pueblo: 0350Z. -
From Kamiseya : 04407, ’
-1 Deln) in Kamiseya to readdress and retmnsnut as Critic ap-
proximately 50 minutes. - s _
2. Time of receipt by other addressees:

Time of y
receipt Delay from pueblo
" - a. Commander Naval Forces, Iapan_ feceeieeaa-.li. 04132 23 minutes.

. b. U.S.5. Enterprise. . . e aan .. D532 = 1 hour 40 minutes.

e o . €. Commander Jth Fleet_._ ...... .. 05142 1 hour 24 minytes.

.. ) d. CINCPACFLY.. - ST ¢ k14 1 hour 40 minutes.
LR SRS e CINCPAC K. ias e e f g e OROOL 2 hours 10 minutes. X
.............................. .. 05152 1 hour 25 minutes. : I
. g Chlef nf Naval Operations. 05337 1 hour 43 minutes 4
Joint Chiefs of Staff 06242 2 hours 34 minutes. i

" i. Directar, NSA. . 04467 56 minutes.
}. White House. ... SEOS ’ T

¢ Not available. o . : v * .

PI\ NACLE II—-( ')“0419/)

. Time of transmission :
From Pueblo: 04157,

From I\‘tmlf-ex a: 04367, '
1. Delay in I\.«lll‘l]a@}& to readdress and retr-'mc:mit message as

Critic—approximately 15 minutes (TOR of Pueblo mess: age

04217).
- 2. Time of receipt by other addressees:

- Time of
. receipt Delay from Pueblo
! - - {a) Commander, Naval Farces Japan_.......cc..- .. 04222 4 mins.
i b) U.S.S. Enterprise._..._....._.. . 05332 1 hr. 20 mins.
' . {c) Commander, Tth Flest.. - 0534 - 48 mins.
E 3 d) CINCPACFLT ... ... s .- 05252 49 mins.
N S e) cmcmc L2 o ... 05532 1 he."LT mins. -
B B -1 --- 05232 . - 1 hr. 8 mins.
o E) Ch of of Nauaiﬂperatwns-. ... 05232 47 mins,
) Joint Chls!: of Staf..... 05572 . - 1 hr. 39 mins.
. 04432 - 25 mins.

g)wmte House ...~ J0832. 25 mins.
i')) Secretary of Defense___ . 05232 “1 hr. 5.mins.
Deputy Secretary of Defense. 05202 - - 1 hi. 2 mins. .

.
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CAPABILITY AND AVAILABILITY OF FORCES——CO,\[.\[;\'&'D REesroxse

“The subcommittee attempted to establish for the record the loca-
tion, availability, and readiness of mlllt‘ny forces which could have
been utilized to come to the aid of the U.S.S. Pueblo on Januaty 23,
1968

The te»—t:mnny on this subject, as provided b} Gen. Eatle G.
‘Wheeler, U.8.\,, Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff, was as follows:

The Air Force had seven attack aireraft in the Republic of Worea, 16 attack
aircraft in Japan, and 18 attack aircraft on Okinawa. Estimated times to target
were 3 bours pius 38 minutes and 3 hours plus 44 minutes from Kovea: 4 hours
© plus 45 minutes and 4 hours plus 55 minutes from Japan; aml 4 hours plus 10
rminutes from Okinawa staging through O=an. There were 33 strike aircraft on
board Enterprise which could have reached the Wonsan area in approximately
three hours. The U.8. Mariune Corps had eight aireraft in Japan which would
have required 2 hours plus 40 minutes and 2 hours plu-, 50 minutes (!epl‘.mm"‘
upon the type of airveraft.

° The U.S. Navy had Entcrprise and one destroyer dpp:mmml‘eh' 60 miles

scuth of the incident. .’u‘ld:tlolmll}\I there was one_de\truver. located 120 nautical
miles south of Yoko=uka, and three destroyers in port in Japan. .-\ppm\lm.lrel'.
20 hours of steaming time would have been requned for the neme*t of tilese
ships to reach the Fucbhlo.

- Relative to the “hold” order on our air and sen forces that had beun readied '

as a result of the Pueblo incident, this order was received by me from higher
authority. This hold order to U.S. 2\’11\11[ and Air Forces directed them to remain
outside of an area within 80 nautical miles of the coast of North Korea novth

of o line extending east from the DMZ. It was issued by telephone at 10235 -

Washington time (1325Z) on the 23d of January (23 minutes after midnight on
24 January Kovean time) and followed up by a Joint Chiefs of Staff message at
1809 Washington time (_’3{}‘)/,) the =ame day.

The query was made in eavlier sessions of the Subcommittee as to the .ulth(u ity
. of United States forces to go to the rescue of the Pucblo during the time she
was being escorted into Wonsan Harbor inside the I{nrean-eluinwd I2auile ter-
ritorial seas. At the time of the attack by North Korean naval units, the United
States had the historic right—codified internationally by Article 51 of tlie United
Nations Charter—to take any action in self-defense proportionate to the attack
and necessary to protect the ship. Whatever military steps the United States
could have taken within these limits from the air or on the sea to prevent the
capture of the U.8.8. Pueblo would have been fully justified. There were no rules

of engugement limiting going to the aid of the Pueblo during this time. From the .

time when the Puchlo first reported that North Korean naval personnel from
North Korean naval units surrounding ber bad bLoarded at about 1343 Korean
time (0445Z), the use of any force to prevent capture would have been fruitiess
and might bave resulted in either sinking or badly damaging the ship and. at the
same time, wounding or killing a substantial portion of the Pucblo crew, The

- nearest U.8. ships were approximately 20 hours steaming time from the scene, For -

reasons which I will mention later, land or sea based aireraft could not have been
used eﬁfectively prior to the time the ship entered Woensan Harbor. The prime
factor in any retrieval operation then became the safe return of the Puchlo crew.
The final point that I would like to discuss is the response time required to come
to the assistance of the Pueblo. Thousands of man-hours have been expanded re-
constructing the mission of the Pucdlo and the command and control aspects of
the incident. Our investigations revealed that immediate response by aireraft
was not possible because of a combination of many factors. Included were the

relatively short time between the challenge to and the boarding of Pweblo, avail- |

ability of friendly forces, the presence cf hostile forces, weather, and the onset of
“ durkness. Factors considered by all levels of command when the incident occurred
were capabilities of friendly and enewmy - foreces, timme of day, weather, and
probable hostile reaction. When-these factors were assessed against actual times
of events associated with the incident. time of receipt of the information that the

ship was under attack and force response time. it was apparent to all levels of-

command that the Preblo could not be retrieved by anj' a(.tIOIJ prior to the time
that the ship entered Wonsan Harbor.
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" Despite the persuasive statement of General YWheeler, it appears that
our forces were slightly less than ready. For example, the seven U.S.

- aireraft located in South Koiea were configured for classified missions.:
These F-+'s were directed to be downloaded and reconfizured for sup-
port of the Pueblo. However, Commander 5th Air Force advised
CINCPACAFT that he “had no gun pods, mers, pylous, or rails, only
Sidewinder missiles with which to arm the F-4’s (in South Korea),
and that other support aiveraft could not reach the scene before dark. |
He reported he could send these F—4's aloft, but with no complete air- -
to-air weapons systems and with Mig's airborne in the vicinity, he
considered this action to be very dangerous. 230620Z (1520 K).

The 18th Tactical Fighter Wing on Okinawa launched the first in-
crement of aireraft (two aireraft) at 1611 local time (0711Z), which
was 1 hour and 23 minutes after General McICee, the 5th Air Force
Commander, gave the order to launch. ' ® e E

General McKee, in response to subcommittec questions, agreed that
a period of approximately 40 minufes elapsed from the time Com--

- mander Naval Forces Japan initiated a telephone call to 5th Air Force
for assistance until he personally received this information. This time .
frame included 25 minutes to complete the secure-telephone call; that

- is, from 1333 to 1400, and 15 minutes until General McIee personally -
received the information from his stafl personnel. Subsequently, Gen-

—eral McKee initiated a secure telephone call to Commander in Chief -
Pacifie Air Force, Gen. John D. Ryan, at 1420 Item. This call required
approximately 20 minutes to complete. The delay involved arose from
the necessity of having General Ryan brought to a secure telephone.
General McKee further testified, however, -that the phone call to
CINCPACAF was not for the purpose of “requesting assistance,” it

i _ was for the })urpose of “advising him what I was doing.”
General McKee also testified that he had in the interim issued verbal
! . orders to the commander of the 1Sth Fighter Wing in Okinawa to the °

effect that “You are to launch aiveraft as soon as possible. You are to
praceed to Osan, Okinawa, refuel as soon as possible, proceed to the
scene at Wonsan Harbor and strike in her support at any forces oppos-
ing her [Pueblo.]” : : :
‘ Testimony indicated that two aireraft took off from Okinawa at
I 1611 Ttem. Thereafter, General McKee reached the conclusion that
darkness would occur in the Wonsan area prior to the time these air-
; craft could refuel at Osan, South Korea. and reach the Wonsan Harbor
': area. Therefore, hie divected that these aireraft not be relaunched when
i they landed at Osan. The aircraft involved were F-105's which are
-armed with 20-millimeter Gatling guns. However, these first two air-
i craft had no missiles of any type since the time delay in providing
b . mounting rails for the missiles would have unacceptably delaved the
f time of their lnunching. General McKee pointed out that the fighters
were required to refuel at Osan since tankers launched at Okinawa
i === - wonld have been behind the fighters and would have been of no par-
ticular tise to them. e em g A '
- Except for the unexplained delay in completing and validating the
secure phone call which the staftf of Commander 5th Air Force received
" from t&ne' staff of Commander Naval Forces Japan, the reaction of
Commander 5th Air Force to the Pueblo incident appeared to be as
good as could be expected since no planes had been requested by CNFJ

tobe placed on an alert status.
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The failure of Commander Naval Forces Japan to request alert
forces from Conmmander 3th Air Force made it impossible for the Air

Force to anticipate the Pueblo emergency. Moreover, the failure of -

Commander Naval Forces Japan and Commander 5th Air Force to
observe and exercise established procedures for obtaining “on call”
aircraft contributed significantly to the uncertainty which accom-
panted Commander Naval Forces Japan's ultimate request for assist-
ance. : e g e, T L,

- General Wheeler testified that a total of 16 Air Force attack air-
craft were available in Japan. This consisted of 11 F-4's at Misawa

. Air Force Base, and five F-105's at Yokota: The flight time from

these bases to the Wonsan Harbor area is estimated to vary between
1 hour and 10 minutes and.1 hour 20 minutes. However, since the
crews for these aircraft were in transition training from other air-
craft, the Air Force estimated that the readiness requirement involved
an additional delay factor of approximately 3 hours and 35 minutes.
Thus, the Air Force aiveraft in Japan, according to General Wheeler's
testimony, could not have reached the Wonsan Harbor area in less

than 4 hours and 45 minutes after notification of the requivement for -

assistance. _ ) : y .
General Wheeler further testified that the U.S. Marine Corps also
had eight aireraft in Japan which would have required 2 hours plus 40

minutes, and 2 hours plus 50 minutes to reach Wonsan, depending

upon the type of aireraft utilized. - -

The aircraft at Iwakuni were located approximately 370 air miles
from Wonsan Harbor area and therefore could have traversed this
distance in approximately 1 hour flying time. Apparently, then, the
estimate of General Wheeler of 2 hours and 40 minutes for assistance

- from these aireraft in Japan is again based npon a delay factor of

almost 2 hours to prepare these aircraft and the assigned pilots for
combat. A readiness delay factor of this type, in the view of the sub-
committee, raises scrious questions as to either our “readiness stand-
ards” or our ¥readiness capuability.” T
Unfortunately, no request had been made by any military com-

mander to send U.S. aiveraft, located in Japan, to the assistance of

the Pueblo. ) . _
The subcommittee has no evidence which would enable it to gquarrvel

~with, or question, General Whecler’s statement that only 16 Air Force

and eight Marine Corps attack aireraft were available in Japan. How-
ever, since the United States has not less than six fully operational
air bases and air stations in Japan (Navy—Atsugi; Marine Corps—
Iwakuni: Air Force—Itazuke, Misawa, Tachikawa, and Yokota),
along with thousands of supporting U.S. military and civilian person-
nel, the subcommittee, in light of this apparent paucity of combat air
capability, is forced to question the effectiveness of these personnel

-

and this complex of supporting air bases.

- The U.8.S. Enterprise (CVAN~65), at the time of the seizure of the

U.S.S. Pueblo, was approximately 530 nautical miles (470 air miles)
from Wonsan, en route to Southeast Asia wliere she was to conduct air
operations against North Vietnam as tasked by Commander Tth Fleet.
. Adm. H. H. Epes, USN, was embarked on the U.S.S. Enterprise
as Commander, Task Force 77, Carrier Strike Forces, Tth Fleet.
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- ‘Admiral Epes, in his appearance before the subcommittee, stated
that:the first imnformation Le received relating to the Pueblo incident.
was Pinnacle I. Pinnacle I was the message which indicated that the
North Korean patrol craft had signalled “Heave to or I will open five -
on you.” An information copy of this message was handed to Admiral
Epes at approximately 1430 Korcan time, this was almost 2 hours.
after the original transmission of Pinnacle I. The message had been
relayed from the Director of Naval Security Activities at 04517, which
was 1351 Korean time. (A 1-hour delay in retransmission.):
Admiral Epes further testified that shortly thereafter he received
the entire “family of messages” regarding the Pueblo incident, includ--

ing Pinnacle II, which indicated that the North Koreans-intended
to board the Pueblo. (Pinnacle 1T was received by CTG 77.5 at 1438

Korean time—S8 minutes after receiving Pinnacle 1.)

At this point in time, Admiral Epes attempted to ascerfain the =

position of the Pueblo, the nature and type of ship involved, and an
estimate from the meteorologist of what the weather was in Wonsan
and the time of darkness. None of this information was, however,
transmitted to the pilots of the ready aireraft, nor was any effort
made at that point in time to configure the aircraft for possible use
on surface targets. . gt R TP

Admiral Epes later testified that it would have been possible to.
ﬁenerat‘-e an appropriate plane strike force in about 114 hours. The

ight time to reach the Pueblo was estimated to be another hour and
one-half. However, since the aireraft were F—4B’s and A—FE’s, this
distance could be covered by these aireraft in less thar an hour without

At'1506 (Ilovean time) commander 7th Fleet directed a message to
Task Force 77 to divert Task Group 77.5 (the Enterprise and the
U.S.S. Truztun (DIGN-35)) at best speed to a position off South.
Korea. The message, however, further directed that “No Task Group

775 ship or aircraft take any overt action until further informed.”"

The Navy subsequently advised the subcominittee that the Enterprise,
at 1550 Korean time, changed course to the north to proceed to a.
position of latitude 32-30. north: longitude 127-30 east. Approxi-

mately 46 minutes elapsed from the time commander Tth Fleet origi- |

nated his message dirvecting the E'nferprise to change course (231506

to 231550) until it was executed by the Enterprise. This time lag of

46 minutes represents either an abnormal delay in transmitting the
message from Commander Tth Fleet, or an abnormal delay ou the part
of Commander Task Group 77.5 in responding to orders from Com-

. mander 7th Fleet. In any event, it hardly reflects a creditable emer-- -

gency response. For the 3 hours between the sending of Pinnacle T

and the change of course, the Zuteiprise had been steadily sailing-

‘away from the scene of the crisis. - :

_ Later, at 2334 Korean time, Commander Tth Flect directed the
. E'nterprise to bhe prepared to conduct photo reconnaissance off the

YWonsan area when directed.

-Commander Tth Fleet, at 2356 Korean time, advised Commander
in Chief Pacific Fleet that the £Znterprise was prepared “to execute
. an air strike against a suitable military target or take other action
" as authorized by higher authority.” A

e
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Subsequently at 242425 Korean time,”Commander in Chief Pacific
received orders from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to permit no units to
proceed farther north than latitude 35°30" north. ) -

In summary, Commander Task Group 77.5 states that it would have
been possible to generate a 20-plane strike group in approximately
114 hours with an additional hour and one-half required to reach the
Pueblo. What he did not say, however, was whether or not he could
have armed and launched as few as two aircraft in considerably
shorter time; nor did Commander Task Group 77.5 acknowledge.the
fact that the flight time from the Znterprise to the Wonsan area
would have been less than 1 hour. : '

Stated very simply, any opportunity or intention Commander Task
Group 77.5 may have had to go to the assistance of the Pueblo was
thwarted by a message from Commander Tth Fleet at 1506 Ko-
rean time directing that he take “no overt action until further in-
formed.” No information was made available to the subcommittee
which indicated why Commander Tth Fleet issued this stop order.

The letter from the Department of the Navy dated May 13, 1969,
which provides a- chron{)}ogicnl summary of the movement of the
U.S.S. Enterprise, and the messages dispatched to the Enterprise
for action in the U.S.S. Pueblo incident, provides in its concluding
paragraph an interesting rationale for the failure of the Navy to
take positive aggressive action, which reads as follows: _

5. Sununary. At 2313151 Pucblo reported North Korean’s patrol eraft “back-
ing toward Pucblo with fenders rigged with an armed landing party attempt-
ing to board.” At 133SI, twenty-thiree minutes later, Puchlo reported being
boarded and at 13451, seven minutes later. reported “we are being escorted
into proh Wonsan." At the time of the seizuve the Pueblo’s position was ap-
proximately 20 miles from Ung Do Island or 29 miles from the Wonsan inner
harbor. Based on the above the Pueblo at 10 knots speed could have arrived

abeam of Ung Do Island at 15451 aud in the inner harbor as early as 16451
Combat action after Pucblo arrived in the harbor could be viewed ax retaliatory

in nature, requiring approval of higher authority. :

The summary quoted above leaves the impression that the Puweblo
was boarded at 1345 Korean time and because of its position, approxi-
mately 20 miles from Ung Do Island, 29 miles from the Wonsan inner
harbor, could have arrived abeam Ung Do Island at 1545 Korean time
and in the inner harbor at 1645 Korean time. Therefore, the Navy
reasons that it was precluded from initiating any “combat action”

after 1645 Korean time since it “could be viewed as retalintory in na-

ture, requiring approval of higher anthority.” Obviously, this rationale
is most questionable since the Pueblo was not boarded at 1345 Korean
time, but was boarded almost an hour later at 1432 Korean time. More-
over, some components of the Nuvy were well aware of the location
of the Puedlo and its North Korean escorts throughout the afternoon
and evening of January 23. They knew that the Pueblo did not cross
the 12-mile limit until 1530 Korean time and did not enter the 3-mile

~limit area, abeam Ung Do Island, until approximately 1645 Korean

time.

As 2 matter of fact, the Pueblo was not moored at a pier'in Wonsan
Harbor until 2030 TXorean time.

The subcommittee recognizes full well the terrible implications in-
volved in dispatching fichter aircraft to go to the assistance of the
U.S.S. Pueblo. As a matter of fact, it may even be persuaded to agree
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that perhaps such fighter aircraft should not have been sent. The con-
cern of the subcommittee in this matter is, therefore, not whether
fighter aircraft should have been dispatched to the aid of the U.S.S.
Pueblo, but whether or not responsibie commanders in the Navy had
the authority and were able to make a judgment on this matter within
the time frame established by this emergency situation.

It is evident to the subcommittec that there were intolerable del.n:,
in the transmittal of important messages relating to this matter, It is
also evident to the subcommittee that “there were unacceptable delays
in actual delivery of these messages to responsible commanders.

Since higher authority in W 1shmnftou had apparently not-estab-
lished a hold order on our forces until 0025 on the 24th of January,
Korean time (10:25 Washington time on the 23d), our operational
commanders were apparently Tot precluded from excreising their own.
‘judgment in respect to providing some assistance to the Pueblo. Thus,
it would appear that these opemtlonal commanders had - both ‘the
authority and the opportunity to act if they had been able to do so

" Use or U S. AIRcRATT 1IN JAP) .\\

The subcommittec appreciates the delicacy of our pleqeut security’
treaty agreement with the Japanesc Government. Therefore, it made a
deliberate effort to av oid discussing this matter in open session. The.
Defense Department, in a classified memorandwm to the chairman of
the subcommittee, had. indicated that the availability of aireraft in
Japan was not an issue in this Pueb?o mculent, and themfom 1cque->h.d
that the matter be avoided. - ,

[Eight lines deleted.] ' ' .

[Mnnu;«aupt pages 91 through 94 deleted in their entnetv 1
* [91ines deleted.]

" The reply from the Assistant Secmetfuy for International Affairs

~has all the indicia of a reply prepared by the Déepartment of State. Tt

says nothing.
Tt is evident to the subcommittee that the Pueblo crises and emer-

- gency had certainly not abated nor disappeared within 814 hom:; after

the Pueblo was seized.

Since the Assistant Secretary does not say that consultations were

entered into by the U.S. Ambassador in Japau ou the subject of mount-

ing “combat operations from Japan,” it must be plecumed tlmt no such .

consultations were had, [2 lines deleted].
Finally, the Assistant Secretary of Defense app:ueut'lv concedes

- that field commanders may have been uncertain as to their authority in -

this regard and, therefore, provided the memorandum from the Secre-

tary of Defe11~=e dated April 2, 1969, to field commanders which re- . '
qgoats their views as to whether they, “have any basis for uncertainty -
ut the extent of their authonty to act to protect their forces [4 lines

“~deleted].
In summary, desplte the assurances of the \Calstmt Secretary of

Defense for International Security Affairs, it is clearly evident ‘that
there existed considerable question in the minds of responsible com-
manders as to thnu- authorlty to act in emerﬂ'enC} SItmtlons.
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Tue Loss or Tie U.S.S. Puenro—CoNSEQUENCES
The appavent impunity with which armed forces of the North Ko-

national waters effectively destroved the imuage of invineibility and
prestige enjoyed by our country for the past 150 years. The damage
this incident has caused our Nation is, in truth, inealeulable. It will
affect, for dozens of years to come, our credibility at the diplomatic

Monday, April 14, 1969, places in perspective the *awe™ with which
North Korean forces regard our military might. C -
tively to their plight is hardly ealculated to develop a sense of confi-
dence in those other members of the Armed Forces who are required
to man lonely outposts in other parts of the world. The subcommittee
has received hundreds of communications from active service person-
nel and ordinary citizens who have voiced their total disenchantment
with what they regard as evidence of a great Nation's abandonment

world.
of our Nation's intelligence Czllml)ility. Witnesses appearing before

actual seriousuess of the intelligzence compromise which has resulted
from the captuve of the U:S.S. Pueblo. [Four lines deleted.]

The compromise of a great deal of classified information involving

: naval operations, tactical and otherwise, also represents a very serious

i - Intelligence loss. . » - o

: The Department of Defense has estublished a special intelligence
board to evaluate the full impact of this intelligence compromise, This

“ board has not completed its evalnations. Flowever, it has included

the Pueblo as well as n_Pletlmra of nther information.
In any event, the su ]
a most serious intelligence loss. a loss which could have been precluded

sion of the U.S.S. Pueblo.
Tue Az Recoxyassance Procradt
The subcommittee wus advised that the United States has conducted
-air reconnaissance missions in the Far East and the Sea of Japan since

, - —-——early 1950. These reconnaissance nissions are designed to collect in for-
- = - mation that tdin be svatuated for intelligeiice purposes related to our

tain types of electronic emissions and transmissions can be monitoved

. * -
surface ships that can be on station for more extended periods.

rean Government hoarded and captured a U.S. naval vessel in inter- -
negotiatitig table as well as our possible reliability as a military ally. .
The action of the North Koreans in shooting down our E('-121 on

The evident failure of our Armed Forces to react quickly and posi-~

of its historic principle of protecting U.S. citizens anywhere in the
. The capture of the U.S.8. Pueblo resulted in a serious compromise:

‘the subcommittee have provided conflicting testimony concerning the -

- The electronic equipment on board the Pureblo was for the most lpart _
. unclassified, and represents a relatively harmless loss. [Seven lines
! deleted.] ' '

within its review the debriefing made of eacl: member of the crew ot
yeommittee is convinced that we have sustained -

-entirely by appropriate planning for the intelligence collection mis- .

national security. An important element of this overall intelligence
ceffort is the evaluation and collection of -electrounic intelligence. Cer--~

by airborne equipment. Other types can be more effectively received by -
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IGenel al W heck-r Chairman of the Joint Chlcfa of Stal‘r‘ testlﬁed
~that

If we ever have to opemte agninﬁt hostile defenses, the lives of many of our
men and the suceess of our operations could depend upon our knowledge ot such
information as te the location of enewy troop dispsitions, ship and aircraft
movements, and radars. This ix a task for both surface ships and aiveraft, Aenal
surveillauce miscious are therefore flown by all of the Ared Forces.

In 1969 there were approximately 190 such missions in the Sea of
Japan through March—all without incident, without threat and with-
out any warning. All such reconnaissunce mlssmns are coordinated,
evaluated, and approved by appropriate. semm clvﬂmn aud mllital'v '
authorities of the Government. :

- Although the exact number of reconnaissance missions flown by
the .\Imed Forces each year is classified, if can be said that they num-
ber in the thousands. Each of these missions is incorporated in the

monthly reconnaissance schedules review by the Joint Chiefs of Staft -
and approval by higher civilian authority. PR - "
All air reconnaissance missions are pmuded the same review and |
- approval process which appheq to the ﬂurfu.‘e s}up IGCOIl!ml‘-ES‘ln(‘E

prorrram. :
EC-1 '71 I\(,{m:\"r

The entire civilized wmld was shocked when it was announced that
North Korean aircraft had, on April 14, 1969, shot down an unarmed
U.S. }a\y EC-121 reconnaissance 'uu,mft while it was in mterlﬂ-
tional airspace over the Sea of Japan. -

The purallel between this tragic incident 'md the U. SS Puebdlo.
incident, therefore, resulted in o Todification and enlar gement of the
subcommittee’s authori ity to include this subject matter in its inquiry.

General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft, appeared

before the subcommittee in connection with our loss of the EC-121

aircraft.
General Wheeler provided the subcommlttee wlth a detailed nccount

of this incident and said:

~ . An unarmed EC-121 of Fleet Air Recounaissance Squadmu O:w. carr}'ing a
crew of 30 Navy mien and one Marine and some =ix tons of equipment, took off
from Atsugi Aie Base, Japan. at approxinmutely 5:00 p.ow. EST-on 14 April. The
aircraft was directed to tly a track from Atsugi to a point off the Musu peninsula
‘on the North Korean coast. nuike o number of orbits on an elipxe about 120 miles
long running frow the Novtheast to the Southwest and land at Osan Air Base in
~ROK. The route of the aircraft was over international waters at all times.
During this period one veice transmission was sent from the EC-121 at 6:17
© pam. EST, 14 April and one radio-teletype transmission was sent at 11:00 p.m.
EST, 14 April. Both of these messages were routine activity reports. g
At a distance some 90 miles Southeast of Chongjin. North Kore a. at 11:50 p.m.
EST the EC-121 disappeared from radar screens, At 12:04 a.m, EST on April 15,
14 minutes later, tighters were scrambled from Osan AB toward the intercept
area, These aircraft were subsequently relieved by other fighter aireraft.
The ttmln" of t‘\'enta. d\ now. cmﬂtlucte(‘l is this (all EST) :

- 24 Aprit 1969 e DI bt
Abmtt 5:00 p.m. —EC- 1"1 mkh Of’f flom \t‘:u*"l : '
5:0% p.m—EC-121 transmits routine voice message.
11 00 pm.—~—EC-121 transmits routine radio teletype message.
11:50 p.an. —-—E(.‘ 121 (115‘1{11)9111‘3 from radar screens.
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15 April 1969:

12:04 a.m—First fighters sera mble to the Sea of Japan.

12:58 a.m.—Fighters take off to relieve fighters launched at 12:04.

1:42 am.—First search and rescue airveraft t'll\es off from Tach[k'ma AP
Japan,

3:40 a.m.—First search and rescue aireraft arrives in se'?.rch area.

Within less than 15 minutes after on-the-scene evaluation of armhble uthl'_
mation, 2 high priority message was dispatched and was received in Washington. * .

This high priority message overtook ea rlier lower precedence messages dispatchec{
on the basis of preliminary information.

The composition of the search and rescue force at various times subsequent to
the loss of the EC-121 has been described in briefings and news releases.

‘Two Soviet destroyers had joined in the se:trr:h. They were the destroyer
No. 429 and the large guided-missile destroyer No. 580. Later the destroyer No.
427 was observed in the aren. These three destm)ers are the ouly Soviet ships
known to have participated in the search. )

Our search aireraft established contact with the Soviet ships. In 01(191' to
_improve communications, a U.8, Air Force radio was dropped to one of the
Soviet destroyers. A U.S. Army sergeant who is a Russian lm"uzst “was put
_aboard one of the aircraft dispatched to the search scene.

Our search aireraft located some debris and dropped a smoke signal to wark
the spot. One of the Soviet destroyers was guided to the marker, where it put
- small boats in the water and recoversd some of the debris. One of onr search
- aireraft flew low over the Soviet vessel to observe 'and photoomph the debris
on the aft deck of the destroyer.

This debris and other debris picked up by our ships and the Soviet dostmver
were from the EC-121, Some of the debris had what was reported as shmpnel
holes. The debris has been returned to the EC-121"s parent squadron at Atsagi
for analysis. At this time, there is no definite finding as to whether any of the
holes resulted from miszile, cannon or machine gun fire. Lo o

Debris in the area was net all in the same loecation. Initially, debris was
sighted at 41° 14 N, 131° 50 E and subsequently debris was picked up at varions
locations as it drifted northward.

Debris from some of the locations tended to drift under the influence of a
"1 to 2 knot current generally toward. the avea of the border betwepn North
Korea and the Sorlet L‘tuon It is possible that some of th.tt debris has washed
ashore.

A parachufe fnr each r:rew member is a part of the EC-121 equipment '['heu,
is no way to tell whether any or all of the crew members were wearing their
parachute packs and whether the situation at the time of attack and immediately
thereafter provided crew members any opportunity to exit the aireraft.

Two bodies were recovered. No survivors have been found,

Surveillance flights in the Sea of Japan area were halted immediately after-
tl:e EC-121 loss. On April 18 the President ordered that the reconnaissance mis-

sions be resumed and that these flizhts be protected. The President’s mtlen are

being carried out.

On the busis of General Wheeler's testlmnm and =;uppcntmn- docu-

ments, the subcommittee established that the actual shoot down oc-

curred on April 14, 1969 at 2347 eastern standard time. Actual Penta-

" gon receipt at the NMCC of this information occurred at 00531 es.t,
April 15,1969, 0or 1 hour and 7 minutes later,

The nohﬁmtlon to the White House was made at 1503307Z. or . '

150000 est., or 1 hour and 3 minutes after the incident occurred.
_This notification was to the message center at the White House and
- oot to.the President. Despite reneqted questioning; the executive
branch has failed to advise the subcommittee at what time the Pre-1»
‘dent was made aware of the crisis.

‘message to Washington was not dispatched earlier was due to the

an actual shoot dow n or attack had occuued T llete was no clear-cut

The subcommittee was advised that the reason tlmt a notification -

time utilized by the Activ ities in the field to determine whether or not
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evidence that the aireraft was actually shot down, damaged, or even
shot at, and it was necessary to check out other factors to determine

“ the actu.ﬂ status of the aireraft, Extensive COOldlﬂ'\.thIl among other

agencies in the Government was condueted in an effort to’ detcl mine
the whereabouts of the mission aireraft. In view of the fact that a
warning had been issued, and the aireraft was undoubtedly aborting
its mission, the subcommittee was told that there was a distinct possi-
bility that the mission aireraft had dropped below the radar horizon
and was in effect hiding from t]\c North orean fighters. This 1s
standard procedure for 18 C~1 21 aircraft aborting their missions.

w hen all efforis to communicate with mission » aireraft failed, with
no sign of it on friendly racdar screens, but still withount po;ltw
LnowTedfrc that the .11101.1& was shot dow , the decision was made in
the field to release a “critic” message. A “eritic” is designed as “in-
formation indicating a situation or pettammw to a 31t1mt10n which
affects the security or interests of the United States to such an extent

“ that 1t may require the immediate attention of the President.”

This critic. message was released at 1505447 (150044 est.), 57
minutes after the estimated time of shootdow n, and was received in the
}Vhlte House Situation Room at 1505507 (150050 es.t.), 6 minutes
ater

Although General Wheeler lnd testlﬁcd that earlier air reconnais-
sance missions instituted after the Puedlo incident and before April 14,
1969, had, in some instances, been given air escort protection, none
was in effect at the time of the EC-121 incident.

Immediately after the Pueblo incident, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
imposed an 80-mile restriction on air reconnaissance missions off the
North Korean coast. Subsequently, on January 23, 1968, air recon-
naissance missions were instructed to fly by day onh' accompanied by
escort. On January 27, 1968, the clo»e escort for air reconnaissance
missions was removed and combat air patrol was authorized to be
instituted. Close escort actually envisioned and required in effect for-
mation flying of the escort aircraft and the reconnaissance plane. Com-
bat air [J'ltwl simply involved creating a protective plane barrier be-
tween the reconnaissance aircraft and ‘the land mass from which hos-
tile aircraft might be expected to come.

On Febr’uaw 5, 1968, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that as long
as air reconnaissance planes were over the South Korean land mass

no escort or combat air patrol was required. However, strip alert air- -

craft remain mandatory for this type of air reconnaissance mission.
On April 29, 1968, the Commander in Chief Pacific recommended
that the 80-mile restriction be lowered to 40 for air reconnaissance mis-
sions off the North Kovean coastline. -
On May 31, 1968, the Joint Chjefs of Staff approv ed the recom-
mendation of Commander i in Chief Pacific. However, State Depart-

ment appr oval was not received until July 2, 1968. The Joint Chiefs -

“of ‘Staff then immediately directed-that the new v-policy for air re-
connaissance missions off the North Korean mainland was to observe
a 40-mile limit with strip alert aircraft reserved for contingency
protection. :

: This then was the policy in eﬁ'ect at the nme the EC—lQl was ‘-hot
own.

i e A -
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The subcommittee attempted to ascertain whether DIA in its as-
signed mission responsibility of evaluating risk, had participated in
the decision to no longer requive fighter escort on these air reconnais-
sance missions. Flowever, after considerable discussion, it appears that
“the decision was mado solely by the Joint Chiefs of Statt and the State
Department, although presumably DIA was aware of this change in
plans on these air reconnaissance patrols. There is some doubt the
[deleted] board was aware of this decision.

Coanntaxn Coxtror—EC-121 <

The EC-121 was under the operational coutrol of the Fleet Air
Reconnaissance Squadron (VQ-1), which in turn was under the oper-
ational control of Tth Fleet; CINCPACFLT, and CINCPAC.

aircraft to protect the I2C-121. The strip alert aireraft were in turn
under the command of 314th Air Division Comm.lnd of the 5th Air
Force.

At this point, it is interesting to note that the operational control
of the EC-121 ivas in theory at least in the novmal operating chdm of
command for the Navy in that area—i.e., Tth Fleet.

The U.S.S. Pueblo, on the other hand, was not under operational con-
trol of Tth Fleet, but operated under control of Commander Naval
Forces Japan dunn » the time it was engaged in reconnaissance
activities.

The significance of this distinction becomes clear w hen it is recog-
nized that some of the confusion reflected at various operating lev ols
of command in the Tth Fleet in the Pueblo incident was undoubtedly
due to the fact that the Pueblo was outside the normal chain of Fleet
command and communications.

The subcommittee was advised that one of the reasons for this dis-
tinction was the fact that the Pueblo was engaged on a reconnaissance
mission designated to accumulate intellizence information for the

rimary use of consumers outside the Tth Fleet area, whereas the task-
ing for the EC-121 was designed primarily to sarisfy Tth Fleet intel-
Ilgcnce requirements.

This effort at distinguishing between the two missions in establish-

ing the command rcquued to maintain operational control is hardly
persuasive. The mission of the Pueblo as part of phase IT of the AGE R
mtelligence collection etfort certainly had as much concern with in-
telhrrence collection affecting. future Tth Fleet operations as it was
concerned with the total national intelligence collection requirement.
Thervefore, the subcommittee has dlﬂll.lilt\ comprehending the rationale

sponsibility for tfie surface reconnaissance ship program (AGER) as
opposed to the air reconnaissance program.

Cmm\ OL om'. OF E\ r:\"-:s——FC 1"1

" Information provided the subcommittee t‘l‘D]_)EEtrb to indicate that the
: actual shoot down of the EC-121 occurred at 2347 es.t. on the 14th
= of April 1969. General Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft,
A - has identified the shoot down as having occurred at approximately 3
' J minutes later, at 2350 es.t. In any ew ent, the downing of thts aircraft
occurred during this time interval.

Commander 5th Air Force had the responsibility of providing alert _

used by the Navy to distinguish betueen command coutrol and re-
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For purposes of examining the reaction of onr military forces to this
shoot down, theve is set out below a chart and brief chronolgy of the

significant events which transpived: = - -

- 3. : P

e, .—u-" = _<J

< - ! ! :
- = l’l

£ COMMUNIST CHEINA
‘. = - POSITION ANS TIMZ OF /
+ B ALLEGED INCISENT
“la23e7 EST_ . ]
o 3, Rt

=t =
o ETA 15033675y
ST _QSAN 'y

|

) 4 :!‘. . _____:";.L‘-——-

Aprit 15, 1969 e.s.t.

Time Event !
About S5pm__ EC-121 takes off from Atsugi, Japau.
Ee i T I N Routine radio contuct. |

[ | (G RS S {15 lines deleted. ] !
TLdy pmado oo I’robable downing of EC-121. ;
s L || e e [3 lines deleted.]

April 15, 1969, e.st.
0001 &Moo Two F-102 placed on combat air patrel (CAP) from

Osan, Koren, aitborne at 150004 e.s.t,, to a position
to cover possible egress of FKC-121. (Position ap-
proximately 120 miles southeast, last kuown posi- i
tion EC-121,) . |
[0 lines deleted]. : |
Message received by NMCC at 150054 and White House
at 150050 es.t.
COMAF Korea reports to NMCC (received at 150351)
- EC21 aircraft lost two F-100 aircraft placed on

TEe s s et - CAP at 150122 from Osan, Korea, to area south and
east of lo=s point. y

0142am__ . HC-130 sea-air rescune lannched from Tachikawa Air
. . Base, at 0142 and arrive on station at 150340 e.s.t.
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Itis swmﬁcant that during the sequence of events outlined above,
the Navy commnnd Fleet Air Reconnaissance Squadron I, responsible.
for operating the aireraft was not included as an addlescce on any

of the messages which originated from units involved.

The first information concerning the possible plight of the IIC-1'>1""

was obtained by the duty officer of VQ-1 when that command inter-

cepted and copied a friendly warning message that hostile aircraft .
were approaching the EC~121, This mtercept was made at 142346 esit. . -
Subsequently, at 142354, VQ-1 again monitored and intercepted a -

similar message. Shortly theres after, ~the commanding oflicer of VQ-1

(at 150010) commenced calling F uchu for ‘mf' communications from -

‘mission aireraft and 1equested that they check all sources for a
‘possible abort message. Numerous calls were made between 150010
and 150040, with negative results.’

At 100000 the comm’md;nw officer of VQ-1 sant a flash D]QS:-,'I("E.

to [deleted] requesting information on the  mission - aireraft.

At 150101 VQ-1 received o copy of the Critic message from
Kamiseya indicating the possible shootdown of the EC—?’I over the Sea
of Japan.

At 150109 the commanding officer of VQ-1 mlled the Fifth Au

Force and requested they initiate search air rescue mlsswn “llld ‘lt-'

tempted to contact Fifth Air Force at Osan.
At 150112 Fifth Air Force COC was called again b\ the comnnnd-
ing officer of VQ-1 for SAR assistance.

At 150120 the commandmg ofticer of VQ-1 cont’tctcd Fifth Atr: che_ .
Joint Rescue Center by phone and was informed that they were pre-

paring to launch a FIC-130 for SR purposes. .

As pte\ iously indicated in this report, the cmnm'mdmn' officer of '

VQ-1 was the responsible operating command of the EC-121 air-
craft. However, for reasons that ave quite unclear, the emer gency cir-

" cumstances confmutuw the EC-121 w ere never rehu ed to VQ-1 but

handled entirely by communications units in-the field and the Fifth Air
~ Force. It was only after VQ-1 at 150101 received a copy of the Critic

message from Kamiseya thﬂt he was able to ascertain the precise -

status of the aircraft. I urthermore, because of the confused com-
mand and control situation, no effort had been made by any command
to initiate SAR efforts at the time of the shootdown. However, the
‘commanding officer of VQ-1 did initiate efforts to obtain SAR ‘IS::lSt—
ance within 8 minutes of his receipt of the lateral Critic (150109).
This SAR request was finally responded to affirmatively at 1 50120
mchmtmnr that the SAR aircraft would be auboule at 150142 and
arrive on stqhon at 150340, .
A ‘un as in the case of the IJ Puebi’o the ('ommand and contl'ol
. of this aucmft the EC-121, in the emergency situation which arose
reflects tremendoua confu:-lon and Jack of clear- cut command re-

""'sponmblhty -
Since a monitoring U.S. act1v1t\ had detected \orth Korean aireraft -

apparently I‘e‘t(‘tlnﬂ" to the EC-121 at approximately 1035 p.m., there
inevitably arises the question as to why protective aircraft “ere not
immediately dispatched to the EC-121 at that particular time.

Qur protective combat air atrol, consisting” of two F-102s, were
p pe )

not ordered launched until 0001, 1pprm1m1teh 14 minutes after the

" probable downing of the EC-121. \[oteox er,, kt was not until 0141 e.s.t.,

P
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more than 1 hour and 54 minutes after the event, that .two F-106

aircraft were ordered launched from South Korea to provide combat

air patrol to replace the two F-102's. .
Despite the testimony received from General Wheeler which sng-
ested that no serious problems in command and control existed during

‘the EC-121 incident, 1t appears abundantly clear that the same demee .

.of confusion existed in the militar y command organization in Lespect
to the: EC-121 incident that occurred prevmu:,lv In the case of the.
U.S.S. Pueblo.

- Theso circumstances clearly indicate in the view of the subcommittee _

that the entire reconnaiss sance program must be restudied by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff with a view toward establishing clear and unmistak- . -

able lines of command control so that the more “obvious shortcomings
of these incidents will not be repeated. :

Tae Copk oF CoNpucT—BACKGROUND

The subcommittee in its formal charter from the chairman of the
full committee was directed to, among other things, inquire into “the
- requirement for possible changes in the code of conduct for military
pm sonnel who are captured b) hostile enemy forces.”

The members of the subcommittee were generally of the view. that
an inquiry into this subject required the receipt of testimony and the
individual views of members of the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo. How-
ever, the members of the subcommittee were not unaware of the painful
ordeal experienced by these young men during their period of incar-
ceration by the North Koreans and their aubbequellt public appearance
before the naval court of inquiry. Therefore, the subcommittee was
understandably reluctant to require the appearance of the crew in its
own inquiry, particnlarly since the subcommittee contemplated the
availability of the transcript of testimony given by crew members to
-the naval court of inquiry.

In the light of these circumstances, the subcommittee tm‘unmoush
agreed not o require the presence of individual members of the crew.
. Tt did, however, extend to each member of the erew a written invitation
to appear personally before the subcommittee if they so desired or to
provide tlhie subcommittee with any written teatlmony they considered
not already available to the subcommittee.

The subcommittee letter to each member of the creu dated Maich "

8,1969, follows:
: .U.S. HoUsSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Co:.ml'rmn ON ARMED SERVICES, -
& . < Washington, D.C., March 3, 1969.
Dear : As you are perhaps aware, a Special House Armed Services
‘Subcommittee has Initiated a Congressional inquiry into the U.S.8. Pueblo

_Incident.
The Chairman of the Committee on Armed Servlcea has charged this Sub-

.. - committes with the responsibility of reviewing the national security implications

resulting from the loss of the Pueblo and ascertaining whether deficiencies
exist in the command response to emergencies of this kind. The Subcommitiee

bhas also been charged with the responsxblhty of inquiring into possible revisions

"In the Code of Conduct.
I am aware that you and the other rnembera of the crew of the U.8.8. Puebfo
‘have already had an opportunity to express your views and recommendations

“on this entire matier to a Naval Court of Inquiry. These views and recommenda-’
tions will be most helpful to the Subcommittee’s efforts. However,_in the event

e
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you may have any additional thoughts or recommendations which you con-
sider pertinent to the Subcommittee's inquiry, I invite you to relay them to the
Subcommittee. - T :
In the event you desire to communieate with the Subecommittee, either by a
personal appearance before the Subcommittee or by a written statement, your
response, if you wisli, will be held in the strictest confidence. -
You may write to me as Chairman of the Special Subcommittee on.the Pucblo
Inquiry at the above address. D . TP g
With best wishes, I remain )
Sincerely, o s
. . o O11s G. PIKE,
O L . Chairman, Special Subcommitice,
Relatively few of the members of the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo
acknowledged receipt of this communication; and none responded in
the affirmative. The responses received from members of the crew in-
dicated that none had a special desire to appear before a congressional
committee and all who responded appeared of the view that all perti-
nent information had been provided the Naval Court of Inquiry.

Cope or Coxprcr—HisToricAL BACKGROUND

© Since the beginning of time, man has been confronted with some

form of a “prisoner of war™ problem. Primitive man aud his barbarian
descendants solved the problem by simply annihilating or enslaving

their foes without any pretense or acknowledgment of any special

“rights” of their captives. s . _

Later with the beginning of the Christian era in the Western World,
there developed a sense of chivalry which requived that a “knight™ not
slay a gallant opponent for slaughter’s sake but treat him as an honor-
able foe. ' s ot

This code of chivalry was sometimes an ideal most diflicult to honor.
It was threatened by the intolerant ideologies and the fanaticism of
those who encouraged atrocities. The religious wars which beset medie-
val Europe as well as the Islamic conquests found that this chivalric
code was sometimes more honored in thought than in deed. Nonethe-
less, the concepts of *chivalry™ and “'1\'11ight-ﬁood” continued to flourish.

The knight was called upon to assume obligations of noblesze oblige.

He was pledged to remain true to his king or cause even if captured.
"Under any circumstances, treason would merit retributive punish-
.ment. Treachery, the disclosure of a trust or the deliverance of a friend
to the enemy, was perfidious—the mark of Judas the Betrayer.

Thus, in the Western World, rules for the fighting man in combat
or in captivity were linked to knightly concepts of duty, honor, loyalty
to frienﬁ, and eallantry to foe. _ . . v

Some time cTuring the Crusades a rule evolved in regard to prisoner

“interrogation. The captive knight was permitted to divulge his name

and rank—admissions necessitated by the game of ransom. A necessity

“for prisoner identification, the rule holds today, as imposed by the
~modern Geneva Conventions, .« e e -
- In Europe during the 17th century the concept emerged that

prisoners of war were in custody of the capturing sovereign or state.
No rules for their treatment had yet been formuTated but they were

protected from servitude and personal revenge. Later, during the 1Sth

century, captivity was considered a means of preventing return to
friendly forces. This was a step forward. Military prisoners were no
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The American Revolntion . " S T
To discourage desertions during the Revolution, the United States

established the death penalty for those prisoners who, after capture, -
took up arms in the service of the enemy. Amnesty was granted.-
- to deserters but not those who deserted to the encm%-'. Duress or coercilon

was recognized as mitigating only in the event of threatened immediate.

‘death. This was the first American definition of required prisoner con-

duct. In the treaty of 1785 no standard of conduct was prescribed but
conditions of confinement, care, and parole were defined. '

The American Civil War L At -
- During the Civil War there was some regression in the treatment

afforded prisoners. About 3,170 Federal prisoners joined the Southern

forces and about 5,452 prisoners of the Southern Armies joined the

Federal Army. . _ B o T
Prisoner conduct after capture was mentioned in War Department

'Gene-ral Order. No. 207, July 3, 1863. Among other things, the order
provided that it was the duty of a prisoner of war to escape. This order
" apparently was intended to curb widespread practices of surrender and

subsequent parole to escape further combatant service, Prosecution for

* misconduct was based on three criteria: - -

Misconduct wherve there wasno duress or coercion.
Active participation in combat against Federal forces.
Failure to return voluntarily. - - :
Nine years after the Civil War a declavation establishing the rights

of prisoners was drafted by the Congress of Brussels (1874). It was .

signed by 15 nations, none of which ratified the agreement.
World Wars I and 11 ' _ : L

In 1907 the Haguc Regulations established rules pertaining to
captivity in war. These regulatious led to the Geneva Conventions of
1929 and 1949. The United States signed all three, and it subsequently
ratified the Geneva Conventions of 1949, The conventions set forth in
detail the rights and protections which should be afforded prisoners,
but they do not specifically prescribe the conduct which a nation may
require of its personnel who may become prisoners. This is right fully
left for prescription by sovereign powers. '

There are, however, several provisions of the conventions which
_do require specific conduct. Prisoners are subject to the laws, regula-
tions, and orders in force within the Armed Forces of the detaining
power. They may be punished for infractions of rules. They must
divulge name, rank, service number, and date of birth. - C
Korean War . - o

* The Korean War began on June 25,1950, when Comnmunist equipped,
trained, and directed North Korean avmies struck the Republic of

... Korea by crossing the 38th parallel in full force. -

; vattons ‘and ultimately

resulted in an armistice agreement which was signed at Panmunjom on

July 27,1953, after 2 years and 17 days of fierce combat. Co
One and one-half million \mericans ient to Korea to ficht, and

7,190 were captured by the enemy. During the. war, 4,428 American’

servicemen survived the tortures aud indiguities of a Communist pris-

oner-of-war compound. A toral of 2.¥50 Americans did not return.
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The horror of the terrible ordeal experienced by these prisoners of
war can perhaps best be understood by the fact that during World War
IT of the total reported missing in action by the American Army, - ;
18 percent got back safely to our lines, 79 percent were later returned k
alive as prisoncrs of war, and only 3 percent died.. - ; i

On the other hand, in Korea of those reported missing in action by
the American Army, only 12 percent got back to their units, only 30
percent lived to be exchanged as prisoners of war, and an almost unbe-
lievable 38 percent died behind Communist lines. . : !

The prisoner death rate in Korea, therefore, was higher than in any - f
of our previous wars, including the Revolutionary War, in which it is
estimated that about 33 percent of the prisoners died. '

Perhaps an even more shocking statistic during the Korean War

of some sort of collaboration with the enemy. The degree of collabora-
-tion ranged from such serious offenses as writing anti-American prop- -~ i
‘aganda and informing on comrades to the relatively innocuous offense - !
‘of broadcasting Christmas greetings home and thereby putting the B
Communists in a favorable light. — ' “ s
- Furthermore, during the entire Korean conflict, not one U.S. service-
man escaped from a permanent enemy prison camp and successfully ;
made his way back to friendly lines. ' S ; i

Troubled by the problem of collaboration, the Defense Department -
began studies on 3,300 returned American prisoners to find out who had E
done what and why. Of the 563 whose conduct was questioned, 373 were
cleared or dropped after investigation. Of the remaining 192 suspects,
63 were separated from the services, three resigned, one received a
reprimand, two were given restricted assignments, and only 11 weve
convicted by court martial. There were also 21 men who chose to stay Lk
with the Communists. _ .y " :

In every war in which the United States had previously partici-
pated, the conduct and personal behavior of its servicemen who had
become prisoners of war presented no unforeseen problems and gave
no particular concern to the country as a whole. However, the Korean
war was obriously different. The I{orean war made crystal clear that
when our Nation was engaged in hostilities with a Communist Far
Eastern country, the question of “prisoners of war” presented new and
unprecedented problems, : HEL

As a consequence ¢f this new and troublesome question, the then
Secretary of Defense, Charles E. Wilson; on August T, 1954. created
an ad hoc committee to study the conduct of military personnel during-
combat and particularly while'in a prisoner of war status. This com-
mittee, under the chairmanship of Carter L. Burgess, Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense, conducted its study and ultimately issued an $2-page

“On the basis of this veport Secretary Wilson, on May 17, 1933,
appointed the Defense Advisory Committee on Priséners of War. The
main purpose of this group, which was composed of 10 members—
five civilians and five military, from all services, with Secretary Bur-

- gess as Chairman—as to provide members of the Armed Forces with
a simple, easily understood code to govern their conduct as American
fighting'men. ' :

T g
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The Committee met frequently for over 2 months, and on July 29,
1955, it presented to the Secretary a proposed code of conduct. Nineteen
days Jater, on August 17, 1955, President Fisenhower promulgated
_Executive Order No. 10631 wherein he described for the Armed Forces
of the United States a six-point Code of Conduct. :

This Code of Conduct was the first etfort to establish a clearly de-
fined standard of action applicable to American prisoners after cap-.
ture. This set of principles was designed to mold a new set of funda-
mental attitudes for U.S. service personnel with a view to helping
them and their country, as well, survive any future conflict. The Ad--
visory Committee which drew up the code offered the following in
support of their proposition when it was forwarded for the President’s
signature: “We can find no basis for making recommendations other
than on the principles and foundations which have made America
free and strong, and on the qualities which we associate with men of’
character and integrity.” : o

The lesson learned by the United States from the Korean war was
that it had encountered an enemy who had fought not only on the bat-
“ tlefield but in prison camps as well. An enemy who looked upon a

prisoner of war as a .lucrative source of information and possible -

propaganda material. An enemy who looked upon a prisoner of war-

as a simple asset, and not as a human being. Thus, the concept of
chivalry which developed during the ascendancy of the Christian civili-
zation had suddenly become obsolete. This new type of foe created a
new requirement that our Government and its military services prepare
its fiehting men not only to fight physically but also to fight back men-
tally and morally as well. )

It was this climate which dictated the requirement for the establish-
ment of a Code of Conduct for our Artued Forces personnel. :

The Executive order issued by the President establi: hing this Code
of Conduct was subsequently implemented by Department of Defense
Directive 1300.7. Each of the individual services in turn published the
code and set into motion the administrative machinery necessary to
acquaint its personnel with the provisions and purposes of the Code
of Conduct. .

The Navy Department promulgated this Code of Conduct as General
Order No. 4. The General Order is set out below:

Navy DEPARTMENT,

Washington, D.C., 18 March 1957.

General Order No. 4

CODE OF CONDUCT FOR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES OF THE
UNITED STATES

* 1. The foilowing executiire order and the Code of Conduct for Members of the_

-Armed Forces of the United States established thereby are in e_ﬁect:

= UL wEsecurve Orper 10631

“CopE OF CONDUCT FOoR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED Forces oF THE UNITED STATES

“By . virtue of the anthority vested in me as President of the United States,
and as Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the United States, I hereby
prescribe the Code of Conduct for Members of the Armed Forces of the United
States which is attached to this order and hereby made a part thereof.

“Every member of the Armed Forces of the United States is.expected to
measure up to the standards embodied in this Code of Conduct while he is in

" combat or in eaptivity, To insure achievement of these staundards, each member. -
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of the Armed Forces linble to capture shall be provided with specific training
and instruction designed to better equip him to counter and withstand-all enemy
efforts against Ii]m. and shall be fully instructed as to the behavior and obli-
gations expected of him during combat or captivity.

~“The Secretary of Defense (and the Secretary of the Treasnry with respect '

to the Coast Guard, except when it is serving as part of the Navy) shall take
such action as is deemed necessary to implement this order and to disseminate
and make the said Code known to all member:. of the Armed Forces of the
United States. _ :
. - “DwicaT D. Elsaxnowr,n.
“THE WHITE HoUSE.
“August 11, 1955"

Cooe or CoxprcT FoR MEMBERS OF THE ARMED Fonczs OF THE UNITED STATES

1

I AM AN AMERICAN FIGHTING MAN. I SERVE IN TIE FORCES WIHICH GUARD- MY
"COUNTRY AND OUR WAY OF LIFE. I AM PREPARED TO GIVE MY.LIFE IN THEIR DEFENSE,

A member of the Armed Forces is always a fighting man. As such, it is his

duty to oppose the encmies of the United States regardless of the circumstances _'

" In which he may find himself, whether in active participation in combat, or as
a pr:fsoner of war. ) )
. II
I WILL NEVER SURRENDER OF MY OWN FREE WILL. IF IN COMMAND I WILL NEVER
. BURRENDER MY MEN WHILE THEY STILL HAVE THE MEANS TO RESIST.

As an individnal, a member of the Armed Forces may never voluntarily sur-
render himself. When isolated and he e¢an no longzer inflict casualties on ‘the
enemy, it is his duty to evade capture and rejoin “the nearest friendly forces.

The responsibility and authovity of a commander never extends.to the sur-
render of his command to the enemy while it has power to resist or evade. When
isolated, cut off, or surrounded, a unit must continue to fight until relieved, or
able to rejoin friendly forces, by breaking ont or by evading the enemy.

I1I

IF I AM CAPTURED I WILL COXTINUE TO R.F“SIST BY ALL MEANS AVAILARLE. I WILL
MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ESCAPE AND ATD OTHERS TQ ESCAPE, I WILL ACCEPT NEITHER
PAROLI-" NOR SPECIAL FAVORS FROM THE ENEMY.

The duty of a member of the Armed Forces to continue re:n.kt-mce- by al] means
at his dispo=al is not lessened by the misfortune of capture. Article 82 of the
Geneva Convention pertains and must be explained. He will eseape if able to dn

- 80, and will assist others to escape. arnle agreements are promises given the
capftor by a prisoner of war upou his faith and honor. to fulfill stated conditinns,

. such as not to bear arms or not tn eseape, in consideration of special privilezes,
usually release from captivity or a lessened restraint. He will never sign or enter
into a parole agreement. -

3 l"'

IF I BECOME A PRISONER OF WAR, I WILL KEEP FAITH WITH MY FELLOW PRISONERS.
I WILL GIVE NO INFORMATION OR TAKE PART IN ANY ACTION WHICH MIGHT RBE
HARMFUL TO MY COMRADES, IF I AM SENIOR, I WILL TAKE COMMAND. IF NOT I WILL
OBEY THE LAWFUL ORDERS OF THOSE APPOINTED OVER ME A\D WILL BACK T![F\I TP
INX EVERY WAY.

R '_j__"'*"“'.Inforni[ng or any other action to the detriment of a fellow prisoner is despica-

ble and is expressly forbidden. Prizonevrs of war must avoid helping the enemy

identify fellow prisoners who may have knowledge of particular value to the

enemy, aud may therefore be made to suffer coercive interrogation.
Strong leadership is essential to discipline. Without discipline, camp organiza-
tion, resistance, and even survival may be impossible. Personal hygiene, camp
" sanitation, and care of sick and wounded are imperative. Officers and noncom-

missioned officers of the United States will eontinue to carry out their responsi- =
bilities and exercise their authority suabsequent to eapture. The senior line officer.




L0

FiEEE - . 0 LT e

or noncommissioned officer within the prizonet of war camp or group of prisoners
will assume command according to rauk (or precedence} without regard to
Service. This rexponsibility and acecountability may not be evaded. If the senior
officer or noncommissioned officer is incapacitated or unable to-act for any reason,”
-~ command will be Jsaumed by the next senior. If the foregoing organization c¢an-

not be efieeted, an organization of elected representatives, as provided for in-

Articles 79-81 Gonem Convention Relative to ’I‘reatment of Prisoners of War,
or a covert organization, or both, will hc Iormed : .

v
WHEN QUESTIONED, SIIOULD T BECOME A PRISONER OF WAR, I AM ROUND TO GIVE ONLY
NAME, RANK, SERVICE ;\'L’liBER, "AND DATE OF BIRTH. I WILL EVADE ANSWERING
. FURTHER QUESTIONS -TO THE UTMOST OF MY ABILITY: I WILL MAKE X0 ORAL
QR WERITTEN STATEMENT DISLOYAL ’.IO MY CO{.\T.RY AND ITS ALLIES OG II-\I.\[! UL
TO THEIR CAUSE . .

When questioned, a prisoner of war is requireﬂ by the Geneva Convention ainl
permitted by this Code to disclose his name, rank, service nwuber, and date of
birth. A prisoner of war may also communicate with the enemy regavding his-
individualg health or welfare as a prisoner of war and, when appropriate. on
routine matters of camp administration, Oval or written confessions true ov false,
questionnaires, personal history statements, propaganda recordings and broad-
casts, appeals to other prisoners of war, signatures to peace or surrender appeals,
self criticisms or any other oral or written communication on behalf of the
enemy or critical or harmful to the United States, its allies, the Armed Forces or
other prisoners ave forbidden.

It is a violation of the Geneva Comentmn to pl.'tce i prisoner 0‘r war under
physical or mental torture or any other form of coercion to secure from him in-
formation of any kind. If, however, a prisoner is subjected to such treatinent, he
will endeavor to avoid by every means the disclosure of any information..or tlm
‘making of any statement or the perfortmarnce of any action harmful to the in-
terests.of the United States or its allies or which “111 provide aid or cmnfult to

. the enemy.

Under Communist Bloc reservations to the Gene‘ a Convention, the signing
of a confession or the making of a statement by a prisoner is likely to be nsed o
convicet him as a war criminal under the laws of his captors, This enuviction
has the effect of removing him from the prizoner of war status and according
to this Communist Bloe device denring him.any protection under terms of the
‘Geneva Convention and repatrintion until a prison sentence is served.

Vi
I -“'ILL XEVER FORGET .TIIAT T AM AN AMERICAN FIGHTING MAYN, RESPONSIBLE FOR

MY ACTIONS, AND DEDICATED TO THE PRINCIPLES WIICI{ MADE MY COUNTRY FREE.
i o \FD’.L TRUST IN \'EY GOD AND IN THE UXNITED STATES OF A\KE"‘IC-\

- The provisions of the Uniform Code of Military Tusl‘lce whenever appropriate,
continue to apply to members of the Armed Forces while prisoners of war.
Upon repatriation, the conduct of prisoners will be examined as fo the circum-
stances of eapture and through the period of detention with due regard for the

rights of the individual and consideration for the conditiops of captivity. A

member of the Armed Forces who becomes a prisoner of war has a continuing
obligation to remain loyal to his country, his Service and his unit.

The life of a prisoner of war is hard. He must never give up hope. He must
resist enemy indoctrination. Prisoners of war who stand firm and united against
I:he enemy will aid one another in surviving this ordeal. :

i . ‘CHARLES S. THOMAS,
SecrctarJ of Hm Navy.

Lid wnAagLe i

’ Coar CDDE OF CO\DI.- T*DEP.\PT‘\IF\'I.\L VIEW

e

" The Dep"u‘tment of the Nav vy is of the view that at this time there is
“no valid basis for either a modermzatxon of the code. 1tse1f or its

apphcat:on. y _ _ L T .
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Vice Adm. Charles K. Duncan, Chief of Naval Personnel, in his’

appearance before the subcomnuttce chbm '\ted on thls \Tflvy pO::ltlDIl
as follows: :

In licht of recent events regarding the conduct of military personnel while

being ‘illegally detained by a t'orewn government, a preliminary review was
made by the Navy to examine the background and present application of the Code
of Milita ry Conduct. That review revealed no valid basis for either a modifica-
tion of the code itself or its application. The code is simply a formation of

standards of military conduct which have been understood and accepted by -
fighting men since time immemorial. Several of its injunctions are separately set:

forth in Navy regulations. The code was promulzated by Presidential Executive
order in 1955 at a time of considerable national concern over the extent of depar-
ture from these standards of conduct among the prisoners held by the Communists
in the Korean conflict. It was the opinion of the committee which prepared the
code of conduct that among the reasons for this situation were deficiencies in
training and indoctrination of our combat personnel in these areas. The code was
seen as'a formalized expression of existing standards around which a program
of training and indoctrination could be built. Since the code merely aflirmed
lexisting standards, I bave no evidence which would serve as a basis for its
modification without watering down the levels ot performance we have always
set for ourselves as American fighting men.

With respect to its value in actual application, the code is regarded as the
benchmark which our personnel must do their utmost to achie\e If they are
forced to depart from it under extreme duress they are at least aware of the fact
and extent of their shortfall. Additionally, the value and use of the code as a
sguue of strength under these conditions has been salldqted by former prisoners
of war.-

This is & very important pomt that the prisoners conmder it as a source of
strength.

'lhe code of conduct represents a formal expression of the st'mdarcls of mili-
tary conduet understood and accepted by most countries for centuries. It serves
a= a guideline to be followed by all members of the Armed Forces, p'ut:cularly
when in a captured or detained status.

It is o professional and inspirational rather than a pennl CO{Ie Failure to live
up to the full extent of its obligations is not a eriminal offense. Adequate au-
“thority exists under the Uniform Code of Military Justice for those malfea-
sances which can properly be termed eriminal acts. Should a serviceman engage in
actions punishable uunder the Uniform Code of Military Justice he may be pros;(.L
cuted under that statute, but not under the code of conduct.

It is recognized that inhuman treatment and the application of psychological
technigues have succeeded in individual eases in forcing involuntary departure

from the standards set forth by.the ecode, and can be expected to do so in the

future. Notwithstanding these past and possible future departures, it wonld be
unwise officially to advocate voluntary departures for any reason. The individual
must be expected to adhere to both the spirit and the letter of the code of con-
. duct to the full extent of his physical. mental and moral resources. The wisdom
of this view of the code of conduct has been confirmed by former captives in
Southeast Asia who found it a source of strength in situations of severe duress.

The Department of the Navy believes that a review should be made in the light
of experiences of all prisoners of war after their return.

A memorandum prepared by the Chief of Naval Personnel for the
Vice Chief of Naval Opcmnon—, recommending this Navy position in

the Code of Conduct provides some additional background on thls '

nnttel. A per tineut portion of this memorandum follow

CRTFSth respect to its malue in actual application the f‘mrc i® regarded as r e
denchmark which our personnel must do their utmost to achicre. It they are forced
to depart from it under extreme duress they are at least aware of the fact and
extent of their shortfall. Additionally, the value and use of the Code as a source

of strength under these conditions has been wvalidated by some of our recent -

Tietnam returnces.

4. It bas been widely suggzested In connection with the PL-EBLO inquiry that

insistence upon adherence to the Code under conditions faced by those held by the

North Koreans is unreasonably barsh. As a matter of fact, our studies, backed by
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expericnce, show that there is no acceptable alternative to our present view

regarding the applicability of the Code.. While we can sympathize with the plight

of those who under extreme mental and physical stress find themselves depart-
ing from its standards, we cannot, either in fairness to the individual or service .
to the country, afford to permit the question of applicability become a matter of
Individual judgment. The requirement for clever exercise of discretion under the
most adverse circumstances would appear to be too demanding on the individual.
Simple and unequivocal standards are necded to sustain and buttress the man
during kis captivity.

5. Nor docs the Gallery approach offer e away ouf in circumstances where our
prisoners or detainees are being manipulated for political propazanda purposes.
Superficially, it offers an attractive alternative, but closer examination reveals
many potential traps if our people were to be instructed to sign any confession
requested. Ultimately, this approach will also leave the individual on his own.

6. Internally, if there ore real questions for serioux consideration it is in the
area of the depth and crtent of our training. Navy SERE training was receutly
reviewed and its validity eonfirmed in reference (a). Those who have undergone
it attest to its value. Additionally, the eurrieuluin now retlects the experience of
recent returnees. Unfortunately only two of the PUEBLO crew had received SERE

training. Other than this program, training in the Code is primarily the responsi-

bility of the individual commanding oflicer except for a certain amount of
indoctrination during basic training. SERE training could be made a universal
requirement but there is o real question es to whether the expected return would
be worth the cost and cffort.

7. The informal study group is prepared to go into this whole area in depth.

‘However, I believe that such an effort would be premature until all the returns

are in from the various PUEBLO investigations and the majority of our
prisoners/detainees have been returned. As you know, I am a member of the DOD
Prisoner of War Policy Committee. That committce has taken the position that

- the Code should not be modificd until the SEASTA prisoners have been returned

and their testimony weighed.

A representative of the Office of the ecretq:y of Dafen‘e, Brig.
Gen. Leo Benade, U.S. Army, concuued with the view of the Navy
and said :

The uniformed services agree that the Code should be kept under continuing

-study, but no decision has been made at this time that the Code requires revision.

The Defense Department witness-also indicated that the other serv-

ice departments shared the Navy view that “the Code of Conduct is

not mtended as 2 penal code.”

Com; OF CO\DUGT——TRAI\TI\G

E‘recutne Old&l‘ No. 10631 of August 18, 1953, “luch ptomu?rrate:.
the Code of Conduct for members of the Armed Forces , states that—

Every member of the Armed Forces of the United States is expected to measure

.up to the standards embodied in this Code of Conduct while he is in combat

or in captivity. To ensure achievement of these standards, each niember of the
armed forces liable to capture shall be provided with specific training and in-
struction desigoned to better equip him to counter and withstand all enemy efforts
‘against him, and shall be fully instructed as to the behavior and obligationos
expected of him during combat or captivity.

The Executive order further directs the Secretary of Defense to

. take such action as is deemed necessary to implement this order. In

short, the Secretary of Defense is reqnued by the terms of the Execu-
tive order to:

(e¢) Promulgate the Code of Conduct to every member of the
Armed Forces of the United States; and

() Provide special training and instruction for those members of
the Armed Forces subject to capture which will enable them to
“counter and withstand all enemy efforts against him.”
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. These objectives have been promulgated by the Secretary of Defense
in Department of Defense Directive No. 1300.7 which redelegates

to the Secretary of each military department the ‘['eaponblbﬂltv for
developing training programs rmd instructional mater nla mn the Code -

of Conduct.

The Secretaries of each of the m.lllt"ﬂ} departments have in turn
redelegated this responsibility within their departments to the offi-
‘cials cssentnlh' responsible for personnel matters.

Each of the departments has issued the necessary directives which,
on paper at least, appear to fully implement the Fxecutive order of
the President.

In the case of the Navy, the Code of Conduct instriiction has been'

delegated as a direct IE::[)OI‘L"“I])IIIU, to individual commauding officers.
In pmctlcal application, this training is split mto two parts:

1 Code of Conduct instruction; and

2. SERE training (survival, m'aelon, _resistance, and escape

tralmlw)

The Code of Conduct instruction, per Cc, is a general part of mllit"lt}
~ training. Existinginstruction calls f01 all c-onnnanchnn- officers to estab-

“lish a program of ceneral military training in which the Code of Con-
duct is included. Fleet and type commanders are charged with the re-

spousibility for coordination and the individual bureaus with the re- -

quirement to provide support. As a consequence of this delegation of
responsibility, the Chief of Naval Personnel’s ]_‘nlltl(‘ip‘ll‘l()ll 1s limited
to providing training materials. -

The initial Code of Conduct instruction is receiy ved dmmn- basic
training of individuals who enter upon militavy ser vice, an, affirmative
entry is required in an individual’s service record 111(11("1tm<r that he
has 1n fact received such training and is aware of the Code of “Conduct.
Periodically thereafter, as naval personnel move from one command
to another, they are exposed to general military training, including the
Code of Conduct. However. it would appear that as a practical matter
this training amounts to little more than acquainting individual per-
~ sonnel with the broad language of the six articles of the Code of
Conduct.

The most extensive iustruction given b} the Navy in the 'mphc'ttion

‘of the Code of Conduct occurs as an element of SERE tr aining. Al-

though this training is conducted separately, it is normally a part of
muntennsurrrencv trmnnw The two main vc‘hools with SERE train-

ing in the Navy are operated by Fleet Air Commands in the Atlantic -

and in the Pacific.

The subcommittee was advised tlnt orﬂv tv.o members of the U.S.S.
Pueblo crew had experienced SERE training, although the personnel
jackets of all of the members of the crew 1eﬂected entries that they

- had received instruction in the Code of Conduct.

~agreed that this special training should be given to those peovle liable
to capture, and further indicated that the Nav ¥ was providing sur-

vival training to all personnel who go into Vietnam and are subject

to possible capture. A -:luectne has also been issued requirving  this
" training for the crew of the U.S.S. Banner as well as all AGER’s. A

submission for the record indicates that all personnel ovdered to the

Banner and sister ships are now scheduled to receive QERE tmlnmn‘

—~The Chief of Naval Personunel in te~t1fv1no' before the subcommittee

o



'9'7‘6'89- L

1691

rior to reporting aho-trd There are currently six officers and 29 en-
isted personnel ordered to the Banner via SERE training. Of the
personnel presently on board the Banner, only a small numhel‘ of
officers and men-have received this training to date.

In testimony before the Naval Court of Inquiry, indiv 1(111‘11 mem-

bers of the crew of the U.S.S. Pucbio expressed the view that SERE
training” would have better equipped the members of the crew to
withstand the tortures and abuses afilicted upon them by their North
Korean captors. The two members of the crew who had received the
SERE training stated aflirmatively that this training was of signifi-
cant assistance to them. The Naval Court of Inquiry has thetefme

recommended that, in the future, all personnel deployed in vehicles |

engaged in mtellwcnce reconnaissance efforts be given SERE tmmmrr

Copr ow CD'SD‘D‘CTw—j\PPLIO.-\l}II.ITl'

Testimony received by the subcommittee from representatives of the
. Department of the Navy resulted in a very confusing picture as to the
applicability of the Code of Conduct to the members of the U.S.S.
Pucblo crew. Also, confusion was created in the minds of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee as to whether or not a violation of the Code
of Conduct constituted an action punishable undm the Uniform Code
of Military Justice.
Shottly after the convening of the naval court of inquiry, the
counsel of the naval court of | inquiry, Capt. William R. Newsome,
on January 13, 1969, stated pubhch :

The Code of Conduct is inapplicable in this present situi\tion. We have had

‘an opinion that the crew members on the Pueblo were not prisoners of war;
they were illegally detained * * # and when we don’t have prisoners of war,
we don't have the ﬂppll(}ntmn of the Code of Conduct * * ="

Captain Newsome at that time said that the opinion had come from
the Navy’'s Judge Advocate General, Subactiuent]), on February 20,
1969, Captain Newsome said :

It has become obvious that the Code of Conduct is applwable in this situation.

The apparently conflicting opinions of the counsel to the court as

to the actual applicability of the Code of Conduet therefore resulted
in a written inquiry from the subcommittee to the Secretary of the
Navy for copies of what appear to be two conflicting 0p1mons from
the Judge Advocate General of the Navy.

On March 1, 1969, the Secretary of the \‘u v responded that—

The Judge Advocate General has not rendereﬂ conflicting opinions. He bas,
in fact, consistently taken a single position on the legal effect of the Code of
Conduct in its applicability to the personnel of the Pucblo.

The Secretary’s statement went on to quote porhons of the .Tudrre' '

____Advocate General’s opinion as to the ﬁpphmblht} of the code, a per-
- tinent portion of which is quoted below :

1t is my opinion that since the ship was engaged in Ie"al actiutieq on the high
seas in time of peace, the logical term to apply to the status of the crew from

the standpoint of international law is that of illegally held detainees. It is fur--

ther my opinion that the Code of Conduet applies to all members of the Armed
Forces who are held in hostile confinement regardless. of the “status” but only
as 4 guideline for their conduct and not as a basiz for punishment. Any such
purnitive action can be b'1-ed only on a violation of the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice * * *, ) .
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On February 26, 1969, Capt. William R. Newsome, Judnc Advocate
General s Corps, US. \av) in & memorandum to the Judwc Advocate
General of the Navy, stated that he had— -~

Received no communications from the: Judge Advomte General indicating that

he has reversed his opinion concerning the legal aspeets of the Code of Conduet .

for members of the Armed Forces of the United States. The Judge Advocate
General has consistently expressed himself to the eftect that the Code of Conduct
applies whether or not the crew had the status of prisoners of war in the inter-
national legal sense. The opinion rendered prior to the proceedings that the Code

of Conduct might not be applicable to the crew of the Pueblo because of their -

status as illegal detainees was my own and was reudered without benefit of the
Judge Advocate General’s opinion. Further, the Judge Advocate General has also
held that the applications of the Code of Conduct is not such as to form a basis

- for punishment, but rather as a guideline for conduct of members of the Avmed

Forces of the United States w hxlc in captivity. To my knowledge there has never
been any disagreement with that position.

In summary, Captain Newsome is saying that his plehmunn
opinion that the Code of Conduct might not apply to the crew of the

Pueblo was a personal and erroneous opinion. Furthermore, he stated’

that the Judge Advocate General had always held that the Code of
Conduct ean not be utilized as a basis for punishment. Thus, the counsel
for the Naval Court of Inquiry, at this point, concedes confusion in his
own mind as to the applicability of the Code of Conduct to the crew of
the Pueblo, but recants to accept the views of the Juc'loe Advocdte Gen—
eral on this matter.

Later, however, when the Judge Advocate Geneml of the Navy ap-
peared before the subcommittee on April 28, 1969, he stated :

The entire Code of Conduct has been promnulgated as a General Order of the e
-Navy. I mentioned that in my prepared statement. General Order No. 4 promul- -
. ‘zated the Executive order and the emile Code of Conduct as a General Order

of the Navy.

Now a violation of an article of the Gode of Conduct, therefore, c'ln be chargzed
as a violation of an article of the Uniform Code, so vou wmight say that any viola-
tion of the Code of Conduct is a violation of a General Orrler of the '\.'uv and
therefore is chargeable under the Uniform Code.

This Stfltcment of the Judge Advocate Gerieral, ther efore. left the -
clear impression that since the Code of Conduct had been issued asa

general order of the Navy, and since a violation of any provision of a
general order was a punitive offense punishable under the Uniform
Code of Military Justice—violations of the Code of Conduct were

_ therefore effectively punishable as a penal code.

At this point, the subcommittee was understandably confused. How-
ever, on April 30. 1969, the Judge Advocate General of the Navy sent
a letter to the subcommittee which was designed to cl*n. ify these ap-
parent ambiguities. The letter follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE \_u'?
Omcr. OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL,

: Washmgwn D.C., April 30, 1369.
Hon. Ot1s G. PIkE,

House of Representatives,

- Washiagion, D.C. Y oen e ME R T, S O SREseSs

Dear Mgr. PigeE: I have reviewed my teatlmony before \'our Suhcomnmtee
on Monday morning, April 28th, 1969.

You will recall that I testified that the Code of Condu('t was prcvmu]mted o

to the Navy in General Order No. 4. that the violation of a gzeneral order is
normally punishable under Article 92(1), Uniform Code of ‘\Ilhtqrv Justice
(UGCMJT), and that a violation of General Order No. 4 coum be clnr*ecl under
Artlcle 92(1), UCMT.
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The question has arisen whether General Order No. 4 is the type of general
order for violation of which puuishment is appropriate under Article 92(1),
UCMJ, and thus penal, or whether it was merely intended to be advisory and
instructional in nature. The Code of Conduct as set forth in General Order
No. 4 consists of.six articles expressed in only eighteen lines. However, the
General Order is three pages In length and contains much language in addition
to that of the Code itself. Some of the additional language is couched in terms
of prohivition. For example, Article V of the Code of Conduct states:

"~ “When questioned, should I become a prisoner of war, I am bound to give only
name, rank, service number, and date of birth. I will evade answering further
questions to the utmost of my ability. I will make no oral or written statements
disloyal to my country and its allies or harmful to their cause.”

However, the following additional language appears under Article V:

“Oral or written confessious true or false, questionnaires, personal history

_statements, propaganda recordings and breadcasts, appeals to other prisoners
of war, signatures to peace or surrender appeals, self criticisms or any other
oral or written communication on behalf of the enemy or critical or harmful
to the United States, its allies, the Armed Forces or otlier prisoners are for-
bidden."” . : :

While the Code provisions are not penal in nature, in my opinion the addi-
tional language sounds in terms of a penal statute.

At the time of your gquestioning on this subject, I adhered to my prepared

_ statement that the Code of Conduct itself was not intended to be a penal Code
and that departures therefromn could only be punished if they also constituted
offenses under specific articles of the Uniform Code of Military Justice. Hlowever,
I considered that the additional language in General Ovder No. 4 could tech-
nically support a charge of violation thereof under Article 92(1), UCMJ., I have
since determined that the Defense Advisory Committee on Prisoners of War,
which drafted the Code of Conduct. recommended that the additional Iangunage
to which I have referred accompany the Code as “Instructional Material.” When

the additional language was included in Navy Department General Order No. 4

it was not identified as instructional material.

The law is clear that tbe mere fact that a direetive is called a “General
Order” does not thereby ensure that it is a general order as those words ave used
in Article 92, Uniform Code of Military Justice,vand thus penal in nature. In
the final analysis, it is the intention of the promulgator which determines wheth-
er an order is penal or adviszory in nature. In the present instance I have con-
cluded that the additional language accompanying the Code of Counduct was
intended to be merely instructional and not penal. Accordingly, I would ap-
preciate it if you would cause the record .of the hearing of 25 April to reflect
that it is the view of the Judge Advocate General that General Order No. 4 does
not operate asa general order within the meaning of Article 92 of the Uniform
Code of Military Justice. . . s

Sincerely yours, .
: Josera B. McDEevITT,
"Rear Admirel, JAGC, U.S. Navy, Judge Advocale General of the Navy.

The essence of the letter is that the Judge Advocate General re-
versed his previous testimony before the subcommittee and stated that
violation of the Code of Conduct by naval personuel was not punish-
able as a violation of the Uniform Code of Military Justice,

The purpose of reviewing in some specific detail the apparently
ambivalent views of the Navy on the Code of Conduct was to em-
g‘has;ze the infinitely greater difficulty that must have been experienced

v the men of the U.S.S. Pueblo in trring to resolve for themselves
these same questions. If the Navy captain who was counsel to the
Naval Court of Inquiry, with all of the books and information, and
consultants officially available to him, could come up with an erroncous
opinion as to the applicability of the code, and if the highest legal of-
ficer in the Navy found it necessary to ¢hange his own testimony before
the subcommittee as to the effect of violating the code, it is certainly
impossible to expect that 82 lonely, untrained, and abandoned men
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suffering imprisonment and torture by the North Koreans could come
up with any clear and proper adherence to it. _ R
On the bajsis of information made available to the subcommittee in

the traunseripts of testimony received by the Naval Court of Inquiry,

the subcommittee must conclude that it is unaware of any member of
the crew of the Puedlo who did not in some degree violate the Code
of Conduct. Therefore, the criticality of the question of applicability

of the Code necds no further elaboration.

. Cope or CoxputcT—SUBCOMMITIEE'S VIEWS

. The subcommittee’s review of the Code of Conduct was not in sufli-
cient depth to enable it to make 2 final judgment on the specific changes

which should be made to the Code of Conduct. The relatively brief

review and study made by the subcommittee, however, did reveal the

complexity of the problem and the fact that questions implicit in pro-’

posed modifications to the code are far more profound than is immedi-
ately apparent. It nonetheless concluded that the code requires revi-
sion and clarification. g e :

For example, the subcommittee review of the Code of Conduct and
the provisions of the Geneva Conventions suggest the possibility of a

" conflict between certain provisions of the Code of Conduct on one hand

and the Geneva Conventions on the other. - _ . '

The code for example stresses “continued resistance by all means
available” for prisoners, while the Convention requires “humane treat-
ment at all times.” Thus, the question.is raised : Hlow can a person who
is a prisoner of war and charged with carrying out “continued resist-
ance by all means available’” as required by the code expect at the
same time that his captors provide him with “humane treatinent™ as
required under the Geneva Conventions? _ ' -y

The code requires that everyone make an effort to escape. Should
this requirement apply to medical and religious personnel who are
prisoners of war and whose presence in the compound would un-
doubtedly be of great value and source of comfort to the other
prisoners? : -

The Geneva Convention provides that medical personnel and chap-
lains can be paroled “when necessary to attend prisoners of war mn
other hospitaﬂ:, camps, and labor detachments or when it contributes

‘to the health and well-being of a sick or wounded prisoner.” On the

other hand, the Code of Conduct specifically forbids our prisoners to
accept a parole. '

The Geneva Convention requires that every prisoner of war be per-

mitted, immediately upon capture or at Ieast 1 week after arrival at o
prisoner of war compound, to send a “capture card” to his family and
to the Central Prisoner of War Agency. The suggested form of the
capture card is also prescribed by the Convention and provides for

.givingz 13 items of informatien: name, power on which the POW de-

pends, first name of father, date of birth, place of birth, rank, service
number, address of next of kin, when taken prisoner, health status,
resent address, and date. Thus, if a prisoner of war should go beyond
is name, rank, service number, and date of birth in filling out this
capture card, under the terms of the Code of Conduct he is risking pos-
sible future court martial action upon repatriation. This liability avises
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since the code specifies he must resist “to the utmost of my ability™ any

ice number, and date of birth, - . D
Similarly, under the provisions of the Convention, private corre-:
spondence of prisoners is subject to censorship by the detaining power,
t{}us roviding the enemy with names and addresses of family and
friemi)s together with other information of possible intelligence value

- to the enemy. There is nothing in the code nor the Department of

with any guidance in this area.. . -

Critics of the Code of Conduct charge that it is unrealistic to pro-
hibit prisoners of war from signing confessions or statements to
enable them to avoid physical or mental torture when at the same time
we, as & nation, have done the same thing to secure the release of the
Pueblo crew. They point out, with some wvalidity, that if General
Woodward was authorized to sign a formal statement “acknowledg-

currently issue a formal statement repudiating the written documents

ilar action by %Jrisoners of war constitutes an cthical absurdity.
In view of these circumstances, it would appear at first blush that

acknowledge and sign any false confession as a means of avoiding fur-
ther punishment and tovture. However, under Communist bloc reser-
vations to the Geneva Conventions, the signing of such a confession

. effect of removing him from his prisoner of war status and denying

. him any further protection under the terms of the Convention. .\

prisoner of war then becomes a so-called war criminal and is not eli-

gible for repatriation until he has been tried under the laws of his
captors and, if found guilty, has served a prison sentence.

The Union of Soviet Soci';-\list._ Republics does not consider itself bound by the

to the prisoners of war who have been convicted under the law of the Detaining
Power, in accordance with the principles of the Nurvemberg trial, for war crimes
“and ¢rimes against humanity, it being understood that persons convicted of such
erimed must be subjected to the conditions obtaining in the country in question
for those who undergo their punishment. o "

Perhaps more important than the reservations of Communist na-

Conventions apply only in the case of “prisoners of war” and the North
Koreans maintain that since we are not at war, the Geneva, Conven-
tions did not apply to the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo. Thus, although
the North IXoreans have ratified the Geneva Convention of 1949, along
with North and South Vietnam, Cambodia, Thailand, Laos, and
: . Soviet Russia, application of the Geueva Convention in their view
7 7o remains limited to the treatment of “prisoners of war” arising only in
. cases of declared war or armed contlict between two or more parties to

into their territorial waters or air space.

tection of the Geneva Convention, Since the crew of the Puedlo was not

effort by his ca{)tors to elicit information beyond his name, rank, serv- -

Defense and individual service instructions which provides personnel -

ing the guilt of the United States” and then aunthorized to also con- -

which he was about to sign, the insistance on a prohibition against sim-

prisoners of war, under duress and coercion, should be permitted to

or the taking of an ineriminating statement by a prisoner has the .’

The reservation to article 85 of the Geneva Convention is as follows: -

obligation which follows Article 83, to extend the application of the Convention -

tions concerning the Geneva Convention is the fact that the Geneva

the Convention and not in situations involving an alleged intrusion

The absence of a state of war or armed couflict therefore techuically
~ precludes personnel being detained by a hostile nation from the pro- -
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accorded the protectivestatus provid.ed for by the Geneva Conventions, -

should they have been expected to comply with the provisions of the

Code of Conduct as interpreted by General Order No. ¢ of the Navy? '
Judgment of the behavior of the crew against a rigid interpretation.
of the Code of Conduct would then seem to be most inequitable and

highly questionable.

_ These then are some of the perplexing problems which will con-

front anyone charged with the responsibility of assessing the Code of
Conduct and its applicability to situations such as were involved in

the detention of the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo by the North IXoreans.:

The subcommittee, therefore, is of the view that the code does require
some revision and clarification. It is evident that at the very least,

clarification is required as to the applicability of the Code of Conduct.
in those instances in which detainees are not prisoners of war and arve -

not accorded the protection of the Geneva Conventions. It is also
evident that under circumstances in which a U.S. detainee is not ac-
corded the protection of the Geneva Conventions, the Code of Conduct
should Frovide some latitude for the detainee. $ s

Finally, the instructions provided personnel in the Code of Conduct
should emphasize that it is not a penal code but rather a suggested
code of conduct. we ‘

The subcommittee appreciates the reluctance of the Department of
Defense and the individual service departments to modify the Code of
Conduct until after the repatriation of our prisoners of war in North
Vietnam. However, such a reluctance appears to be more a policy of
convenience than of necessity. The subcommittee sees no reason why

the Department should not immediately initiate comprehensive studies .

to revise the Code of Conduct in a manner compatible with the experi-
ences of recent months. To do otherwise would constitute a repudia-
tion of the moral responsibility the leaders of our armed services have
to men and women in uniform. ' - '
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